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PUBLISHER'S INTRODUCTION. 



Infant Baptism, outside of Baptist churches, has met with ahnost 
universal favor. It is practiced now by nearly all religious denomina- 
tions. And though its history does not reach back to the Apostolic era, 
it must be admitted that it is right hoary with age. The discussion there- 
fore, of a rite so widely practiced, and of respectable antiquity, can but 
challenge the earnest attention of pious men. 

A singular fact in regard to this rite, is that among those who practice 
it there has been endless disputation. At just what age a child should 
receive the rite; whether the children of Christians . and infidels may 
alike receive it ; whether it may be regarded as a means of grace ; whether 
it introduces the child into the church — these and many other questions 
have provoked a world-wide controversy. But Baptists, ignoring all these 
minor questions, assert very boldly that the rite itself is wrong. Metho- 
dists and others disagree with us And this is the point in debate — the 
great issue between Baptists and other denominations. 

Infant Baptism is either right or wrong ; if right, it ought to be prac- 
ticed universally Every child bom into the world ought to be baptized. 
This no one can deny; for if one infant is a fit subject of baptism, all 
infants are. But to baptize all infants, would make the chmrch as wide 
as the world, and it would, of course, differ in no wise from the world. 
By this possible result all men may judge. 

Again, the baptism of infante either does good or harm in the world. 
If it is really a means of grace, or even a channel through which grace 
flows into the heart, it does, beyond all question, do good to the passive 
chUd, and ought to be administered to all. But if it did this, there would 
be no need for a Savior's precious blood. 

But this question can be settled only by the Divine Law. If authorized 
by the Word of Gk)d, we have no right to trouble ourselves about the 
consequences. Gk>d is too good to do wrong, and he never could therefore 
establish a rite, the resultant infiuence of which would fill the world with 
evil. But the New Testament is itself the standard of right and wrong. 
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If the law for Infant Baptism, or a single example of its administration 

can be found in it, the controversy on this subject should end forever. 

Has such a law or example been found ? The reader must answer this 

question himself, after he shall have read this work. We publish and 

send it out to the world, in the hope that it may lead men to love and 

practice the truth. With this desire we give it into the hands of God, 

and pray that he may use it for his own glory. 

W. D. MAYFTELD. 
Memphis, May 10th, 1876. 



THE 



GREAT CARROLLTON DEBATii. 

SECOND PROPOSITION. 

INFANT BAPTISM, AS PRACTICED BY THE METHODIST CHURCH 
SOUTH, IS AUTHORIZED BY THE WORD OF GOD. 

DR DITZLER Affirms. 
DR GRAVES Denies. 



[Db. DiTziiER^s Opening Speech.] 

Gentlemen Moderators : — With Dr. Graves we agree that 
this subject has been treated superficially. Yes, by both par- 
ties to it. That both parties have largely, some exclusively, 
relied on superficial, outside issues and accideuts of the gen- 
eral issue, both for defense and attack, instead of discovering 
some great and solid principle of truth around which all else 
revolves as connected with the matter. We are glad to see 
from his previous article in • The Baptist of last August that 
we can have a' fair and, I hope, full discussion on the real 
principles involved. 

It is agreed by all parties to this question that infant mem- 
bership, the greater matter, the genus, necessarily carries with 
it the less, the species, baptism, and therefore we are under 
no pajticular necessity to discuss the species, baptism, unless 
we prefer to do so. We, however, will do so, and elaborately 
at that, in due time rfid order. 

Nor do we propose to be drawn aside from the main issue 
involved by minor, outside ones. In discussions of this kind, 
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we often see, by arts of attack or defense, both parties drifting 
far oft* from the main question, and side issues, not involved 
in it, consume all the time. To quote what the learned say, 
when they, on all sides, can be quoted for a dozen antagonistic 
points here, is not to the matter. Hence, this book, the Bible, 
and generally in plain English dress, will be our standard 
throughout. It is a Bible question, and by that book it must 
stand or fall. 

My first great object will be to prove that God's people, 
the " saved by grace," in all ages, all time, constitute the church 
of Gody the foundation and source of whose salvation was and 
is the redemption of Jesus Christ, " the beginner and the 
finisher of the faith" or plan of salvation, by which all are 
saved. And as morally responsible parties are to exercise 
faith, in order to obtain this salvation, yet infants are born 
within its gracious embrace and influence or provisions, so 
while adults are required to have faith and exercise the vir- 
tues of religious life to enjoy membership in God's family — 
flock, yea, household, church — infants are members thereof 
without need of these, and until by actual transgression and 
rejection of God, adults are entitled to their place in the 
church, and do have it; so infants until they grow to rebel and 
transgress and take on a positive character of active sinful- 
ness, are entitled to recognition in God's church. This en- 
tire hour shall be devoted, therefore, to the one great point, 
that carries all else with it — the oneness of God's church in 
all ages, through all dispensations, especially the two great 
dispensations known as Mosaic and Christian. 

Let it be understood, we do not confound church and state, 
the fleshy, national and spiritual Israel. We recognize the 
diflference fully. But who can point out God's spiritual Israel 
to-day ? Where is there a complete organization that corre- 
sponds to it? Who can show it? Let this be remembered, 
for in just this phase of God's ancient church will our opponent 
have to make his issue. 

It is a little remarkable that John the Harbinger should come 
and preach steadily for six months " to prepare the people for 
the Lord" at his coming, and with an eye to that should bap- 
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tize, that Christ might have a proper occasion of being made 
known or manifested to Israel — shown openly, known. See 
Robinson on (ophaneroo) and John xxi, 1, 14; 1 John i, 2; 
John i, 31. Yet never once uses the word church, though 
he announces the Messiah as about to " thoroughly purge his 
floor," elevate, purify and separate the chaft* from the wheat, 
and repair thus " the breach," 

Jesus Messiah comes, is announced by " the baptizer," and 
for over two years never names the church, so far as our doc- 
uments go, and in all his discourses only twice, and then as a 
familiar term : Matt, xvi, 18 ; xviii, 17 This leads us to a 
strict, though brief inquiry as to the use of this word chuix^h. 
The New Testament gets it from the Old, all must admit. 
The Greek New Testament word is ekkleaia, meaning called, 
called out, assembled, congregated, and by way of eminence, 
applied to God's people as the called. It is the immediate 
translation of the Hebrew khehal^ meaning called, assembled. 
In the Greek Scriptures and Apocrypha familiar to the Jews, 
the word constantly occurs and is appropriated by the Savior 
and Apostles from the same which they used constantly. 

Like baptize, sanctify, etc., it is used both in a secular and 
strictly religions sense. Often in both the Old and New Tes- 
taments the word is applied to secular, worldly assemblies as 
well as to God's people. These are facts ail admit. Hence 
the connection must show in what sense the word is used, as 
in all other words. Our James' translators never render 
the term by church in the Old Testament, and some often 
render it congregation in the New, where we have church. 

Not only does the word constantly occur in the Old Testa- 
ment, but a few quotations will show that it was familiar to 
the literature of Jews before Christ, as it is now to us. For 
example, in the uninspired books B. C, 1 Maccabees xi, 56, 
we read, "Joshua fulfilled his word, etc. Caleb for bearing 
witness in the church {en ekklesia) received the heritage, etc." 

Eoclesiasticus xxiv, 2, (1 in Greek) "in the church {ekklesia) 
of the Most High shall she open her mouth" — speaking of 
the coming Messiah under the name of Wisdom. Again, 
xliv, 15, speaking of the holy and good of all ages, naming 



556 The Great Carrollton Debate. 

Enochy Noahy Abraham, etc., etc., he says, ^^ the charch shall 
show forth their praise," etc. 

With this we must remember they ased the word in a 
double sense just as we do now, the one as we do congrega- 
tion, or individual parts of the great femily of God. To such 
a conception of God's people they, as we, applied various 
tehns, of which the leading two were ekldesia and synagogue 
(sunagogue.) This term is used throughout the Old Testa- 
ment and in the New for an assembly of the church. So 
James uses it ii, 2; Ps. xl, 10, 12, ekldesia is interchanged 
with synagogue {sunagogue). The term Christ used is in this 
sense, Matt xviii, 17, 20. It means an assembly, congregation, 
quite the same as church. Then they, as we, used it (church) 
to represent all God's people on earth, as, e. g., Eph. ii, 22, 23; 
Col. i, 18, 24; I Cor. xii, 13; Tim. iii, 15, etc. 

The two occasions Christ had to use it, in the first it occurs 
in the broad sense of his whole church as an institution on 
earth, with all its agencies and functions. Matt, xvi, 18. In 
the other, it is in the other sense of a local congregation — tell 
it to the congregation — ^the membership in affiliation with 
that offending brother who is to be cut off, excommunicated. 

Now it is perfectly plain that as now, we can only know and 
come into visible, tangible contact with God's great spritaal 
family, " the church of the living God," outwardly, we repeat, 
through means of its congregational, which is its visible rep- 
resentation ; yet these, aggregated, constitute at least the great- 
est part of his spiritual church (invisible on earth) so called, 
i, e., in this sense of representing all his, but in these assemblies, 
associations, congregations, its working and official acts are 
manifest, and in these we have our recognition to membership, 
and ordinances are administered, church duties recognized ; so 
it was in the former time. It only wants a glance of the eye 
at what confronts us to-day, to see all that confronts us as to 
the past. 

We have thus elaborately explained these matters, and the 
differences between the spiritual church as a whole, and its 
doings as a people separated into visible, tangible assemblies, 
that you might have a clear conception of the way member- 
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ship in all ages has been recognized officially, and a knowl- 
edge of this question. 

Hence, as now, so anciently, sinners might assemble, and 
did assemble, with God's people in the temple, (in the syna- 
gogues later) corresponding to our churches built now, 
mingled with them; and, as now, so then, in the fellowship of 
the church visible, represented by its congregations, thefe 
were " sinners in Zion." So now, and in apostolic days as 
recognized by Christ, Matt, xviii, 17; by the parable also, 
" Let both grow together." 

Now, then, in every sense that God now has a church on earthy 
with its offices and ordinances visibly displayed, its functions acknow- 
ledgedy he had in the past ages, and essentially for the same ends. 

Let us carefully now take up each point involved, and then 
weave them all into one solid texture. Then God had a peo- 
ple in the ages before the incarnation, called throughout the 
Old Scriptures, the uninspired Apocrypha, and in the New Tes- 
tament, called the church, in which infants were recognized 
as members or having membership. 

1. The Old Testament term, we have seen, occurs constantly. 
The one borrowed in the New, Christ and Paul as Jews to 
Jews use a term for long centuries familiar, and used by them 
exactly as by us, in a three-fold sense (l)for any assembly, se- 
cular, etc.; (2) for individual congregations of God's people; 
(3) for the whole family of God. 

2. In the Apocryphal writings before Christ, we see, it is used 
exactly as in the New Testament, for all God's people. 

3. In Acts vii, 38, " This is he that was in the church in^e 
wilderness." 

In Hebrews ii, 12, Paul quotes it from David as found in the 
Psalm xxii, 22, eleven centuries B. C, " In the mid^ of the 
church, will I sing praise unto thee." Here now we have Paul 
applying the word ehurclf to the people of God in their spiritual 
capacity, praising God. The only question here is, did he use 
it in the carnal sense, or as we, in the religious sense. The 
words and the connections both make it plain that he uses it 
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as David meant it, in the religious sense. Read the entire 
connection : 

Hebrews ii, 9. But we see that Jesus, who was made a little lower than 
the angels for the sufiering of death, crowned with glory and honor; that 
he by the grace of Gk)d should taste death for every man. 

10. For it became him, for whom are all things, and by whom are all 
things, in bringing many sons unto glory, to make the captain of their 
salvation perfect through sufferings. 

11. For both he that sanctifieth and they who are sanctified are all of 
one, for which cause he is not ashamed to call them brethren, 

12 Saying, I will declare thy name unto my brethren ; in the midst of 
the church will I sing praise unto thee. 

13. And again, I will put my trust in him. And again. Behold I and 
the children which Gk)d hath given me. 

Here notiee^-Jesus Christ, we all agree, is the party here 
referred to by David and Paul. That he is here represented 
as the captain of their salvation, who in bringing many sons 
unto glory, should be made perfect through sufterings. He 
sanctities them, is one with them, all one, and calls them 
brethren ; nay, they are the children which God hath given 
him. In no place in the New Testament is the word church 
used in a clearer light for a spiritual, religious body. 

Indeed, but for the blinding influences of party prejudices, 
it might and would naturally be asked, did not the great Jeho- 
vah desire the people he led, planted as a vine, legislated for, 
was a husband unto them, engraved them on his hand, did he 
not desire, and legislate for them, that they might be a spiritual 
people ? And if they, or any part of them failed, whose fault 
was it? Was it not theirs? Does he not ask, " What more 
he could do that he had not done ? Do not many, yea, thous- 
a^s fail and millions now, and hundreds of millions, to com- 
ply with God's laws and terms ; but does it prove that he has 
no spiritual church, or that the failure is because of any essen- 
tial defect in his economy ? 

We have shown now, that in the centuries before the incar- 
nation, God had a church, in the New Testament sense of the 
word, when properly and religiously, not secularly, applied. 

Second, though not necessary to our point, yet because men 
have been so wild on this subject, that we wish to place it in 
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the clearest scriptural light, that all may see and understand, 
we proceed in the second place to show that they worshipped 
God and kept his ordinances, read and heard read the scrip- 
tures in family capacity and as visible congregations as now. 
They had their family services, as the case of Abraham, 
Gen.xviii, 19; Job, Zachariah, Joshua, xxiv, 15, etc., show; 
in the temple, in the great congregation. Psalms xxii, 25 ; the 
assemblies of the upright, xxvi, 12; cxlix, 1, 2; xv, 1, 2; 
Ixxxv, 1, 2, 7, 10, 11, etc.. etc., and after the captivity they 
worshipped in synagogues as well as in the temple. The 
whole Bible is full of proofs that they had church order, rules, 
regulations, elders, deacons or officers of the special congre- 
gations.as we have now; indeed,.after which ours in Apostolic 
days were clearly chosen, as Lightfoot, Webster, Selden and 
others show. That members were liable to expulsion then as 
now, for immorality, etc., Ezra x, 8; v. 12, 13 ; 1 Kings ii, 26, 
27, as well as Gen. xvii, 14 ; John ix, 22, 34, 35 ; xvi, 2, show. 
The Jews had twenty-four great and prominent reasons enu- 
merated from the books of Moses, for which they excommu- 
nicated people. 

Both Lightfoot and Selden copy them at length, the one in 
his Horse Hebraicse et Tal ; the other, in his Sunedriis. In it 
occurs this language: "Whosoever is excommunicated by 
the president of the Sanhedrim, is cut off from the whole 
church of Israel." In some cases they were suspended till 
reparation, confession, etc., could be made ; if not, and found 
guilty, they were stammatized, (corresponding to our ana- 
thematized ; 1 Cor., xvi. 22. See Buxtorff and Castell on this 
word ; latter, page 3795-6), " excommunicated totally and 
finally." Yet these expulsions did not forfeit an ordinary 
citizen's political rights. Nay, often all their highest political 
franchises were taken away, yet their religious and ecclesias- 
tical rites, laws, and privileges were allowed and exercised by 
them, though church and state were so united there. Yet 
you see in all this they were distinct also. At times, the state 
from without, conquering state, as Rome, or the overpower- 
ing the authorities of faction, or other influences, changed the 
ministry, interrupted the order of things, but that was no 
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more a peculiarity or accident to the church, than that such 
things have been since the days of Paul. During the late 
war many, many just such things occurred. 

3. This church was spiritual in the same sense that the 
church is spiritual to-day. It had bad ministers and members 
in it then, laws to regulate their conduct; it had bad members 
and ministers in it in Paul's and John's day. Acts xx. 29, 30; 
Gal. xi. 4; 3 John, iii. 8, 10; 2 Peter, ii. 1 ; and as we have 
now. 

1. Jesus Christ was their spiritual life and the object of 
their faith. You are all aware that dividing our Bible into 
chapters and verses is a modern invention, accomplished in 
the sixteenth century. Often the divisions are very unfortu- 
nate and break the connection, as all scholars agree. In He- 
brews, from the last of chapter x. to xii., this is done. Paul 
tells us, Hebrews x. 38, 39 : " Now the just shall live by faith." 
Here he lays down a great truth, copied from the Old Testa- 
ment (Hab. xi. 9.) Yea, " believe to the saving of the soul," 
39. He proves this from the record of the worthies in the 
Old Testament whence he drew his text. The catalogue runs 
clear through the eleventh chapter — they died in faith. 
"Moses esteemed the reproach of Christ." Abraham, as 
Christ tells us,^.8aw Christ's day, and was glad. These, then, 
all proved, fully tested the fact that it is by faith the just live. 
They are, therefore, (ch. xiii. 1, 2), "a cloud of Witnesses" to 
the saving efficacy of faith in Christ, as those who saw the 
promises afar oft' * * and embraced them," (xi. 13); and, 
therefore, (xii. 2) Jesus is declared to be "the founder (begin- 
ner) and the finisher of the faith" [taes pisteoa) presented ch. 
X. 38, 39, illustrated throughout ch. xi., making the cloud of 
"witnesses" to it, with the Jesus whom he introduces in 
chapters i. and ii., as the one whom angels adore, the captain 
of the salvation of his people, and hence "the founder and 
consummator of the faith." In James' version, the definite arti- 
cle (taea) is thrown out, and, in italics " our" is substituted, 
destroying the beauty of Paul's sense, as far as possible. 

Jesus Christ then was the object of their faith. This is 
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further taught in 1. Peter i. 9, 11; John i. 12, 18; Gal. iii. 6, 

9; 1. Cor. x. 3, 4 ; Hebrews iv. 2; Is. liii. 4, 6, 11. 

1 Peter i. 9: ** Beceiving the end of your fidth, even the salvation of 
your souls. 

^'10. Of which salvation the prophets have inquired imd searched dil- 
igently, who prophesied of the grace that should come unto you : 

^^11. Searching what, or what manner of time the Spirit of Christ 
wtiich was in th^m did signify, when it testified beforehand the sufferings 
of Christ, and the glory that should follow." 

John i. 12: '*But aa many as received him, to them gave he i>ower to 
become the sons of Qod, even to them that believe on his name : 

"13. Which were born, not of blood, nor of the w^ of the flesh, 
nor of the will of man, but of God ; 

" 14. And the Word was made flesh, and dwelt among us, ( and we be- 
held his glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the Father,) flill of 
grace and truth. 

" 17. For the law was giv^i by Mosesj but graoe and truth oame by 
Jesus Christ 

" 18. No man hath seen Gkki at any time ; the only begotten Son, which 
is in the bosom of the Father, lie hath declared him." 

Here we learn in John that before the incarnation, declared 
in verse 14, he, Christ, " was in the world; the world was 
made by him;" as verses I and 8 declared "all things were 
made by him," and " without him was nothing made that was 
made." But not only is he the source of all favor and crea- 
tive energy, 3, of " life," 4, and " light," 5, but all regenerating 
grace is through him ; ch. v. 12 and 13; all who believed " were 
born of God." Then he recurs to it in verses 17 and 18. No 
man ever saw Q-od, He is only revealed through Christ. 
Hence the only begotten Son, this Word^this source of all 
light and life, revealed or declared him. Moses gave the 
written law, but ( not as in our version again where the trans- 
lators never ^new what John was talking about, leave out his 
definte article "the") the law was given by Moses, but the 
GRACE {he charis) and the truth came through {he alaetheia) 
Jesus Christ. See, too, how he contr^ts the " they and them" 
with the "we" and " us" of verse 14, where he was incarnated 
and tabernacled {eskenosen) among us; dwelt in a veil of flesh 
as his glory anciently shone in the tabernacle, from which 

name comes the verb in the Greek here. How beautiful ! 

35 
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Now let us see another example of how the light and the 
truth were revealed to them in Moses' day. 

1 Cor. X. 2. ''And were all baptized unto Hoses in the cloud and in the 
sea." 

3. ''And did all eat the same spiritual meat" 

4. "And did all drink the same spiritual drink; for they drank of that 
spiritual Bock, that followed them ; and that Bock was Christ " 

Need we comment on this language to show that Christ 
comes unto his own, and that they were born of God ? They 
ate spiritual meat, drank spiritual drink; hence they drank 
of Christ, the Rock of their salvation. Was that spiritual? 

Do you desire more ? Does not Paul show at length, Rom. 
iv., 11, Gal. iii. 6, 9, that Abraham, the representative man, 
before the ceremonial or ritualistic day of the church, and 
David, the representative* of the ritualistic age or dispensation, 
were both pardoned exactly alike, by faith, and both as we 
are? Does he not tell us, Heb. iv. 2; Gal. iii. 8, that the Gospel 
was preached to them under both dispensations? Do you want 
a sample of how it was preached ? 

Isa. liii. 3, "He is despised and rejected of men ; a man of sorrows, and 
acquainted with grief; and we hid as it were our faces from him;, he was 
despised, and we esteemed him not. 

4. "Surely he hath borne our gne% and carried our sorrows, yet we did 
esteem Imn stricken, smitten of God, and afflicted. 

6. "But he was wounded for our transgressions, he was bruised for our 
iniquities: the chastisement of our peace was upon him; and with his 
stripes we are healed. 

6. "All we like sheep have gone astray ; we have turned every one to 
his own way ; and the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity of us all. 

7. "He was oppressed and he was afflicted, yet he opened not his mouth; 
he is brought as a lamb to the slaughter, and as a sheep before her shearers 
is dumb, so he opened not his mouth. 

8. "He was taken from prison and from judgment ; and who shall 
declare his generation ? for he was cut off out of the land of the living : 
for the transgressions of my people was he stricken. 

11. "He shall see of the travail of his soul, and shall be satisfied ; by his 
knowledge shall my righteous servant justify many ; for he shall bear their 
iniquities." 

Ah ! what preaching was this ? Would that we had more 
of it now, instead of so much mere twaddle, butterfly rhetoric 
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and emasculated preaching we too •often hear! Here Isaiah, 
standing at the temple door, or by the altar pointing to the 
bleeding lamb as the type of the great sufferer, represents him 
as already having come in the flesh, as already having bled, 
died in our stead. For he was as a Lamb slain from the found- 
ation of the world, to the faith of those who saw afar off and 
embraced the promises. Thus Isaiah uses the present tense 
and speaks of Christ's work of redemption as though already 
accomplished eight hundred years before he actually hung 
upon the cross. 

4th. So these people of God, stretching through the ages, 

all gathered to the cross, as the trophies of redemption througl^ 

Jesus Christ, to whom all in heaven will owe redemption ; to ' 

whose blood all redeemed ones will ascribe their salvation. 

Paul, in his burst of holy enthusiasm, applies the term church 

in the strongest and most emphatic sense. 

Heb. xii. 23. "To the general assembly and church of the firstborn, 
which are written In heaven, and to God ^e Judge of all, and to the spirits 
of Just men made i>erfecf 

What a strong expression. The general assembly and 

church of the first-born which are written in heaven ; in the 

Lamb's book of life. Wonder if there are any infants there ? 

If so, as on earth, so in heaven, they constitute a part of the 

church of the first-born — of those in heaven. 

Ephesians ill. 14. For this cause I bow my knees unto the Father of our 
Lord Jesus Christ. 

15. '^Of whom the whole family in heaven and earth is named.'' 

Here the Apostle's eye sweeps the whole human horizon ; 

over all time, past and future ; God's church is composed of 

God's whole family in heaven and on earth, and they are all 

named in honor of Jesus Christ. Hence in coming to Christ 

we now are represented as joining them thus : 

Heb. xii. 22. '^But ye are come unto mount Sion, and unto the city of 
the living Gk>d, the heavenly Jerusalem, and to an innumerable cotnpany 
of angels.'' 

• It is this august body that we of the Christian Dispensation 

are represented as uniting ourselves with, in accepting Christ, 

which Paul denominates as quoted above, "the general 

assembly and church of the first-born." 
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5. To the Church, developed out of God's covenant and 
assurauce of redemption, in. all the prophets, God gave prom- 
ises of perpetuity, permanent success and constant develop- 
ment into broader and more extensive proportions until the 
cousumniation of all things. 

Of these, such as Isaiah xxx: 5; xliii: 32; xliv: 4; Iviii: 
11-14; xlii: 19; lix and Ivi entire, applied in part by Paul, 
Gal. iv: 26-28; Rom. xi: 1, 5, 7, 11, 16, 26 are sufficient sam- 
ples. 

Let us examine and apply some of these constant promises 
of God to Israel. If they are not true and God's promises 
false, where can we stand ? 

Isaiah xlix : 5. Tjiough Israel be not gathered, yet shall I be glorious 
in the eyes of the Lord, and my God shall be my strength. 

6. And he said, It is a light thing that thou shouldst be my servant to 
raise up the trib^ of Jacob, and to restore the preserved of Israel : I will 
also give thee for a light to the Gentiles, that thou mayest be my salvation 
unto the ends of the earth. 

8. Thus saith the Lord, In an acceptable time have I heard thee, and in 
a day of salvation have I helped thee : and I will preserve thee, and give 
thee for a covenant of the people^ to establish the earth, to cause to inherit 
thexdesolate heritages. 

9. That thou mayest say to the prisoners. Go forth ; to them that are in 
darkness, Shew yourselves. 

13. Sing, O heavens ; and be Joyftd, O earth ; and break forth into sing- 
ing, O mountains : for the Lord hath comforted his people and will have 
mercy upon his afflicted. 

*'14. But Zion said. The Lord hath forsaken me, and my Lord hath for- 
gotten me. 

^*15. Can a woman forget her sucking child, that she should not have 
compassion on the son of her womb ? Yea, they may forget, yet will I not 
forget thee. 

^'16. Behold, I have graven thee upon the palms of my hands ; thy walls 
are continually before me. 

"17. Thy children shall make haste ; thy destroyers and they that made 
thee waste shall go forth of thee. 

"18. Lift up thine eyes round about, and behold ; all these gather them- 
selves together, and come to thee. Aa 1 live, saith the Lord, thou shalt 
surely clothe tiiee with them all, as with an ornament, and bind4hem on 
thee, as a bride doeth. 

"19. For thy waste and thy desolate places, and the land of destruction 
shall even now be too narrow by reason of the inhabitants, and they that 
swallowed thee up shall be far away. 
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"20. The children which thou shalt have, after thou haat' lost the other, 
shall say again in thine ears, The place is too strait for me ; give place 
to me. that I may dwell. 

"21."7^efiL shalt thou say in thine heart, Who hath begotten me these, 
seeilig 1 h'l&velost my children, and am desolate, a captive, and removing 
to and fro ? and who hath brought up these ? Behold, I was left alone ; 
these, where had they been ? 

"22. This saith the Lord God, Behold, I will lift np mine hand to the 
Gentiles, and set up my standard to the people : and they shall bring thy 
sons in their arms, and thy daughters shall be carried upon their shoulders.'' 

How strong, how complete these promises. Were they 
true, or were they not ? 

They, in large part, yet remain to be fulfilled. But who be- 
lieves that all Gentile nations, the fulness of the Gentiles, were 
to be converted and brought as such, to the national Israel; 
the political, or politico-religions Israel? Nobody. The New 
Testament writers apply these prophecies to the conver8ion*of 
Gefttild nations, and we, and all Christian expositors, so apply 
them.' Bo we believe them? But God's remnat^t, the pre- 
served of Israel, were to be given for ^ light to the Gentiles, 
that thou mayest be my salvation unto the end of the earth, 5 
6. Yea, 6, 8, 1 will preserve thee; the Jewish Israel; the rem- 
nant', and give thee for a covenant of the people, to establish 
the earth, to cause to inherit the desolate, places. AH the 
converted Gentiles were to come to thee; thou shalt clothe 
thee with them all; v 18. Here Isaiah declares or God 
through .him, these great truths, and ^11 admit the meaning. 

It was Zion, the remnant, the church that had these prom^ 
ises. But Zion said, the Lord (to whom Jehovah. declared 
himself a husband, yea, married to her, Zion said, Jthe Lord, 
[my husband]) hath forsaken me; forgotten me ; v 14. Then 
rejad what tender expressius follow to encourage. When Zion 
mourns the loss of so many to be broken oft', "lost," v 20, and 
the place made vacant by the loss of so many broken off* by 
unbelief, God promises that such shall be the inflow and com- 
pensation from Gentile converts to fill up the place made va- 
cant by the loss of the Jews, that the place will be too strait for 
me; v 20, 22. 

Hence it is said the cords shall be lengthened, the stakes 
strengthened : that is, the fallen tabernacle should be ^^rebuilt;" 
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.^'raised wj?/' '^ strengthened.^^ Christ would repair the breach, 
restore the paths. 

Hence he was to be called the Restorer; yea, Isaiah ; Iviii, 12, 
saith, And they that shall be of these shall build the old waste 
places; thou shalt raise up the foundations of many genera- 
tions; and thou shalt be called the Repairer of the breaehj the 

Restorer of paths to walk inJ^ Hence. 

Isaiah Ix; 1. "Arise, sliine: for thy light is come, and the Glory of 
the Lord is risen upon thee. 

"3. And the Gentiles shall come to thy light, and kings to the hrightness 
of thy rising. 

"4. Lift up thine eyes round ahout, and see : aU they gather themseLvee 
together, they come to thee : thy sons shaU come from far and thy daugh- 
ters shall be nursed at thy side. 

"5. Then thou shalt see, and flow together, and thine heart shall fear, 
and be enlarged ; because the abundance of the sea shall be converted un- 
to* thee ; the forces of the Grentiles shall come unto thee. 

11. Therefore thy gates shall be open continually; they shall not be 
shut day nor night; that men may bring unto thee the forces of the Gen- 
tiles, and that their kings may be brought. 

15. Whereas thou hast been forsaken and hated, so that no man went 
through thee I will make thee an eternal excellency, a joy of many gener- 
ations. 

Such are the encouragements held out to Zion in Isaiah's 
day. If our position be wrong, all these prophecies have failed 
and do fail forever. 

It is in view of such facts, that Christ declared. Matt, xvi, 
18, On this rock will I build; oikodomceso^ rebuild, to rebuild, 
renew, to build up, establish, confirm. See Eobinson's 
Greek lexicon on oikodomeo. Wahl, 2d large edition, 1829, 
renders it also rebuildj renew^ {recedificOy instavro)^ also to aug- 
ment, give increase to, eaicse that the structure shall be continued, 
etc.^ {augeo, incremenium facio^ est scruttura continvxitur, etc.) 
Stokius also gives " to confirm, establish" So Peter viewed it, 
when he said, Acts xv, 16, "After this I will return, and will 
build again the tabernacle of David, which is fallen down, and 
I will build again the ruins thereof and I will set it up." 

And, like Isaiah and the prophets, he tells why : 

*'That the residue of men might seek after the Lord, and all the 
Gentiles,' upon whom my name is called, saith the Lord, who doeth all 
these things." 



\, 
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Hence Christ's assuming the entire government, taking all 

on his own shoulders (Is. ix. 6, 7) and instead of representing 

him as establishing a new government from thence, he only 

speaks of its ^' increasej^^ to which there shall be no end. He 

was to establish the Kingdom of David; the fallen tabernacle. 

Hence, 

Isaiah x, 20. '^And it shall come to pass in that day, that the remnant 
of Israel, and such as are escaped of the house of Jacob, shall no more 
again stay upon him that smote them ; but shall stay upon the Lord, the 
Holy One df Israel, in truth. 

. 21. The remnant shall return, even the, remnant of Jacob, unto the 
mighty Gfod. 

22. For though thy people Israel be as the sand of the sea, yet a rem- 
nant of them shall return: the consumption decreed shall overflow with 
righteousness. 

24. And it shall come to pass in that day, that his burden shall be taken 
away from oft' thy shoulder, and his yoke ftom off thy neck, and the yoke 
shall be destroyed because of the anointing, 

Notice now, that God here promised that when Messiah 
should be anointed, a remnant^ as Joel declares also, should be 
spared, as he ever does afterwards, as seen chap, xlix, already 
quoted. Paul takes up these facts and makes his great argu- 
ment out of them. 

Bom. X, 20. But Esaias is very bold, and salth, I was found of them 
that sought me not ; I was made manifest unto them that asked not 
after me. 

21. But to Israel he saith. All day long I have stretched forth my hands 
unto a disobedient and gainsaying people. 

Bom. xi, 1, I say then, Hath Gfod cast away his people? GJod forbid. 
For I also am an J^aelite of the seed of Abraham, of the tribe of Benja^ 
min. 

2. Gk)d hath not cast away his people which he foreknew. Wot ye not 
that the Scripture salth of Elias? how he maketh intercession to God 
against Israel, saying, 

• 3. Lord, they have killed thy prophets, and digged dowu thine altars ; 
and I am left alone, and they seek my life. 

4. But what saith the answer of God unto him.? 1 have reserved 
unto myself seven thousand men, who have not bowed the knee to tiw 
image of Baal. 

5. Even so then at this present time also there is a remnant according; 
to the election of grace. 

11. I say then. Have they stumbled that they should fall? God forbid ; 
but rather through their fall salvation is conj.e unto the Qentil.es,, for Uh 
provoke them to jealousy. 
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12. Now if the fall of them be the riches of the world, and the diminish- 
ing of them the riches of the Gentiles ; how much more their fullness. 

13. For I speak to you Gentiles, inasmuch as I am the apostle of tbe 
Gentiles, I magnify mine office: 

14. Ifby any means I may provoke to emulation them which are my 
flesh, and might save some of them. 

15. For if the casting away of them be the reconciling of the world, 
what shall the receiving of them be, but life from the dead? 

16. Forlf the first-^&uitbe holy the lump is also holy; and iftlierootbe 
holy so are the branches. 

17. And if some of the branches be broken off, and thou, being a wild- 
olive tree, wert grafSdd in among them, and with them partakest of the 
root and fatness of the olive tree ; 

18. Boast not against the branches. But if thou boast, thou bearest not 
the root, but the root thee. . : 

19. Thou wilt say then. The branches were broken off, that I might be 
graffedin. 

20. Well; becauseof unbelief they were broken off, and thou standest 
by faith. Be not high-mined, but fear. 

21. For if God spared not the natural branches, take heed lest he also 
spare not thee. . i;,;'^' : 

22. Behold therefore the goodness and severity of Gkxl : on them whioh, 
fell, severity ; but toward thee, goodness, if thou continue in his goodness': 
otherwise thou also shalt be cut off. ' ' * 

23. And they also, if they abide not still in unbelief, shall be graffed 
in : for Gkxl is aUe to graff them in again. 

24. Forifthou wert cut out of the olive tree which is wild by nature,' 
and wert graffed contrary to nature into a good olive tree; how much 
more shall these, which be the natural branches, be graffed into their own 
olive treee. 

25. For I would not, brethren, that ye should be ignorant of this mysh 
tery, lest ye should be wise in your own conceits, that blindness in part is 

happened to Israel, imtil the fullness of the Gentiles be come in. ; 

• •*'.■"•■ ... -■ ■ ■ ■ . 

26. And so all Israel shall be saved ; as it is written. There shall come 
out of Sibn the Deliverer, and shall turn away ungodliness fix)m Jacob : 

27. Forthisismy covenant unto them, when I shall take away their 
sins. 

Here we see a mass of truth. This remant, Paul reminds 
tbe Gentiles, was God's covenant unto them, as we quoted it 
from Isaiah — this remnant should be God's covenant for salva- 
tion unto the end of the earth. 

]S"otice clearly that the unbelieving Jews who reject the 
jVlessiah, stumbled, were blinded, blindness in part — not to all, 
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only iti part — ^happened to Israel. Hence they fell, were cast 
away, were broken off. From what were they broken off? 
From what cut off? They had been the natural branches, 
into whose vacated place believing Gentiles were brought in — 
grafted in. If at any future time the unbelieving Jews recieve 
Christ, be converted, they will be grafted in again, into the 
relation and place they lost, from which they fell in rejecting 
Messiah. But into what were Gentiles brought ? Into the 
Church, you say. Yes, and out of it unbelief put the rejecting 
Jews. If they shall hereafter believe, and thus come into 
Christ's church, that is receiving them, as God is able to graft 
them in again. And when that is done, Paul declares that in 
that act, they are grafted into their own good olive tree, from 
which unbelief had separated, cut them off. 

In accordance with these facts, Paul, Heb. viii, 8, says : I 
will complete (surUeleso). So A. Campbell has it in his essay; 
it is to complete, consummate, perfect Schleusner, Robinson j 
Wiahl, &c., a new covenant with the house (church) of Israel; 

Sixth — Two leading kinds of ordinances distinguished the 
Levitical or ritualistic period of the church, the one classr 
memorial, another class symbolic of the necessity of purity 
and innocence. The latter in two most prominent parts alon'e 
demand attention. One was circumcision, instituted 41^ 
Abraham's day, (Gen. xvii, 11, 14, 24, 25), but afterwards 
to be administered to children at 8 days old (Gen. xxi, 4.) > ;, 

Now this ordinance was ever after that symbolic of the 
purity of the heart, and was so deemed by the prophets ^^d 
Paul. A few of many passages will sufficiently show this* 
Gen. xvii, 11, it was to be a token. Paul quotes it Rom. ivjdl. 
"And he received the sign of circumcision, a seal of the 
righteousness of the faith which he had, yet being uncircum- 
cised : that he might be the father of all themi that believe, 
though they be not circumcised ; that righteousness might be 
imputed unto them also." 

It was administered at 8 days old, yet was to be in all after 
life, a sign and seal of the righteousness of faith. But ohe 
says, that was only so to Abraham, Then why does Paul 
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make it so to all who proved true to their God ? Hear him in 
Romans again, ii, 28, 29 : 

28. For he is not a Jew, which is one outwardly ; neither is that circuni* 
cision, which is outward in the flesh : 

29. But he is a Jew, which is one inwardly ; and circumcision is that of 
the heart, in the spirit, and not in the letter ; whose praise is not of men, 
but of God. 

And why does he show it so pointedly. Col. ii, 11, 12: "In 
whom also ye are circumcised with the circumcision made 
without hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh 
by the circumcision of Christ." 

Hence constantly the prophets said "circumcise your hearts 
to love the Lord your God," from Moses in Deuterononay until 
Jeremiah and EzekiePs day. Thus an ordinance that was 
purely symbolic, was yet administered to infants, and in all 
after life it was to be of symbolic import. But my argument 
has no necessary dependence on that fact at all. I narrate 
these things to make all complete. 

Regarding this as parenthetical, we resume our identity 
argument. In Matt. xxi. 

"33. Hear another parahle: There was a certain householder, which 
planted a vineyard, and hedged it round about, and digged a wine press 
in it, and built a tower, and let it out to husbandmen, and went into a far 
country. 

84. And when the time of the fruit drew near, he sent his servants to 
the husbandmen, that they might receive the fruits of it. 

35. And the husbandman took his servants, and beat one, and killed 
another, and stoned another. 

36. Again, he sent other servants more than the first; and they did unto 
them likewise. 

37. But last of all he sent unto them his son, saying. They will rever- 
ence my son. . ^ 

33. But when the husbandmen saw the son, they said among themselves 
This is the heir ; come, let us kill him, and let us seize on his inheritance 

39. And they caught him, and cast him out of the vineyard, and slew 
him. 

"40. When the Lord therefore of the vineyard cometh, what will he do 
unto those husbandmen ? 

"41. They say unto him. He will miserably dt>stroy those wicked men, 
and will let out his vineyard unto other husbandiqaen, which shall render 
him the fruits in their seasons, ' 
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" 42. Jesus saith unto them, Did ye never read in the Scriptures, The 
stone which the builders rejected, the same is become the head of the 
comer : tiiis is the Lord's doing, and it is marvellous in our eyes ? 

"43. Therefore say I unto you. The kingdom of Qod shall be taken 
fix)m you, and given to a nation bringing forth the frmts thereof." 

^ Here you see the force of this beautiful parable. It repre- 
sents the kingdom of God as entrusted to the Jews, as a vine- 
yard is leased out. He sent prophets, later he sent other 
prophets, as the husbandmen sent servants, but last of all as 
the one sent his own son, so God sent his only son, and they 
slew him. What will he do? We saw Paul's letter to the Ro- 
mans ch, xi., what he could do to the unbelieving ; they were 
cut off, cast away, the kingdom is taken from them and given 
into the hands of the Gentiles, the Jewish remnant, the pre- 
served were God's covenant to the Gentiles, they brought in. 

And now let us follow it out in the actual record : 

When Christ came, he was boru, reared, lived in the Jewish 
Church. He complained not of its principles, but of the vast 
numbers of those who violated them. He gathered together 
^11 the most pious he could for three years and six months. 
Great numbers received him, believed, were saved. Great 
numbers, the vast majority, ultimately rejected him, as the 
prophets plainly indicated. He sent out his ministers, limited 
to Israel. To whom does he send them ? To the lost sheep 
of the house of Israel. Matt. x. 6. 

Thus for three years and a half, •he seeks to restore the 
paths, repair the breach, and gather together the outcasts, for 
they were as sheep without a shepherd. He is a Jew — they 
are all Jews. They are "Jews inwardly. ^^ Israelites indeed 
without guile. Simeon, the Marys, Elizabeth, Zacharia)^, 
were of the same class — the apostles, disciples (70) and others 
of the remnants waiting for the promise to redeem Israel. 
Thus works he till his crucifixion. What do we find on Pen- 
tecost? For days they had waited the promised descent of 
the Spirit. They elect one in the place of Judas, to do the 
work of a church. When the Spirit descended, whom does 
it find waiting and blest ? There has been a great want of 
attention just here, as in so many other matters. 
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Acts ii. 1, " And when ^he day of Pentecost was ftilly come, they w«re 
all with one accord m one place. 

^^2. And suddenly there came a somid from heaven as of a rushing 
mighty wind, and it filled all the house where they were sitting. 

^^ 3. And there appeared unto them cloven tongues like as of fire, and 
it sat upon each of them. 

^' 4. And they were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and began to speak 
with otlier tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance. 

"5. And there were dwelling at Jerusalem Jews, devout men; out of, 
every nation under heaven. 

''6. Now when this was noised abroad, the multitude came together,^ 
and were confounded, because that every man heard them speak in his 
own language. 

*' 7. And they were all amazed and marvelled, saying one to another. 
Behold, are not all these which speak Galileans? 

"8. And how hear we every man in our own tongue, wherein we were 
bom? 

*'9. Parthians, and Medes, and Elamites, and the dwellers in Mesopo- 
tamia, and in Judea, and Capadocia. in Pontus, and Asia. . . ' > 

"10. Phrygia, and Pamphylia, in Egypt, and in the parts of Libya 
about Cyrene, and strangers of Rome, Jews and proselytes. ; 

" 11. Cretes and Arabians, we do hear them speak in our tongues th^ 
wonderful works of God, 

" 12. And they were all amazed, and were in doubt, saying one to an- 
other. What meaneth this ? 

"13. Others mocking said, These men are full of new wine. , 

" 14. But Peter, standing up with the eleven, lifted up his voice, and 
said unto them, Ye men of Judea, and all ye that dwell at Jerusalem, 
be this known unto you, and hearken to my words : • ! 

"15. Fo^ these are not drunken, as ye suppose, seeing it is but the tblfi 
hour of the day. ...,<.•; 

" 16. But this is that which was spoken by the prophet Joel : . - •' 

" 17. And it shall come to pass in the last days, saith Gkxi, I wfllpour 
out of my Spirit upon all flesh ; and your sons and your daughters -'ShalT 
prophesy, and^your young men shall see visions, and your old men shall 
dream dreams." 

The points we wish to call your attention to here are, (1) 
the apostles do the preaching, verse 11, some days before they 
were assembled with one hundred and twenty disciples of 
Jesus. Acts i, 15. 
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' (2). The Spirit falls upon a vast multitttde of Christian be- 
lievers, ii, 5. And there were dwelling (at this time) at Jeru- 
salem, Jews, devout young men, God-fearing, piouf^ men, out 
of [from] every nation under heaven. On all these the Spirit 
falls. The uproar of joy brixigH the motely crowd of scoffing 
J^wa, who had crucified the Messiah. See verse 6 and 7, 
above. They say, are not all these which speak Galileans? 
And how hear we every man in our own tongue (our dialect) 
wherein we were born, Parthians and Medes, etc? See 
verse 9 and 11, above. We do hear them (all these people 
from every nation under heaven, Jews, pious men, sojourning 
in Jerusalem during the great annual convocation, Pentecost) 
speak in our own tongues, the wonderful works of God ; verse 
11. Hence this scoffing crowd were all amazed — verse 12 ; 
and some of them, mocking, said these men are full of new 
wine. Peter shows the facts, and quotes Joel in proof that 
such vast crowds should receive the Spirit ; verse 17* Here, 
then, are the fruits, so far, of Christ's labors. These are the 
assembled outcasts, gathered together, to whom the Gentiles 
should be converted. The identity of the church is thus com- 
plete and put beyond all possible cavil. On that day three 
thousand of those scoffers .were converted, and added to them 
(the pious remnants) and daily the Lord added the saved to 
the church. The church is continued. The unbelieving were 
rejected by the Almighty, and all such, whether the persecu- 
ting Saul or the wicked Caiaphas, had to now receive Messiah 
as a condition of uniting with the preserved of Israel and 
such as were escaped of the house of Jacob. 

To add to these facts would be to add another hue to the 
rainbow, or seek to color the violet, or tint the rose afresh. 
It is complete enough. This is becoming the Almighty. It 
gives us a standpoint against infidelity that our opponents can 
never have. The law of commandments contained in ordi- 
nances he took out of the way, nailing it to the cross; Eph. ii, 
14, 16 ; as they were added because of transgression, Gal. iii, 
16, 19,; till the time of reformation, Heb. ix, 10. 

As all parties agree, infants were in this church ; they received 
its outward syq[bolic ordinances. That church exists to-day. 
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He can never show when, how, for what reasons, they were 
expelled or excluded. We, however, will next, 

1. Show that infants were in it. 

2. That they were baptized in infancy. 

3. That their membership was positively recognized by the 
Apostolic Church, though all this is a work of supererogation, 

' not demanded. — [^Time out 



I 
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DR. GRAVES' FIRST REPLY. 

Mr. President : — I stand Bere to deny the affirmation that 
infant baptism is authorized by the Word of Ood, 

It was the desire of the Baptists of this place to confine the 
discussion to its proper limits. The command of Christ, since 
the commission, as Elder Ditzler himself admits, "is the only 
authority we have to baptize anybody." But Elder Ditzler's 
committee refused, and thus impliedly admitted that they do 
not believe that the commission is the only law of Christian 
baptism. Then the committee endeavored to confine it to 
the New Testament', at least to its precepts -and examples, to 
the teachings and practice of the apostles, but Elder Ditzler's 
committee, at his instance, I suppose, declined, and said they 
wanted the benefit of the whole Bible, thus refusing to admit 
that the New Testament is the sole rule of faith and practice to 
the Christian. The question before us in its present verbiage, 
was then agreed upon, involving the practice of the M. E. 
Society North and South. 

Infant Baptism^ as practiced by the M. E. Churchy is authorized 
by the Word of God. 
Now, what do we understand by the proposition ? 

I understand it to imply. 1. The character of the infant, 
t. e., whether the child of professing parents or not. 2. The 
purposes for which the rite is administered. 

1. The Methodist Society administers the rite indiscrimi- 
nately. This is characteristic of the Methodists, and in this 
Presbyterians oppose their practice as unscriptural. 

2. The rite is not confined to children of eight days, but of 
any age, so long as they are considered not accountable. The 
Discipline does not limit the age — only little children — not 
infants merely ; and I think this is their general practice 
in the South. : J: 7 

3. That the rite is administered to the children of all, for 
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the purpose oi washing away the guilt of original sin, which, 
if not thus washed away by baptism, the child cannot be saved. 

4. The rite is administered to iufants as a means of grace, 
by the assistance of which God works invisibly in the child, 
creating within it spiritual life, and " strengthening and con- 
firming its faith in God." 

5. Baptism is the rite by which, in every case, infants, as 
well as adults, are received into the church, and made mem- 
bers of the same, and not as Presbyterians teach, because they 
are born into the church, and have, therefore, a right to its 
ordinances. 

I feel warranted in saying that ElderDitzler, and his friends 
here, do not believe that infant baptism, for »uch purposes, or 
for any purpose, was ever commanded by Christ. They were 
pressed to maintain this, and positively refused. Why ? It 
was a frank admission that they do not believe it. Neither 
do they believe that the rite can be sustained by the New 
Testament alone for any purpose. They were pressed to 
.affirm it, but refused. Why? Only one reason. They know it 
contains no authority for it whatever. Nor do they believe that 
there is precept or example in the New Testament, or Word 
of God to support it, because this single issue was pressed 
upon them to maintain, and they refused. And there is but 
one conceivable ground for the refusal, i. e., they were satis- 
fied that neither Testament aftbrds precept or example for infant 
baptism for any purpose, whether it be to regenerate them, or 
to admit them into the church without regeneration. I claim, 
then, and have the right to claim, that Dr. Ditzler and his 
friends, by refusing to affirm the above proposition, in this 
debate, have virtually admitted : 

1. That Christ never commanded infants to be baptized for 
any purpose. 

2. That the New Testament does not furnish satisfactory 
authority for the rite. 

8. That there is neither an express precept for, nor clear 
example of, infant baptism in God's Word. 

These propositions may be considered eliminated from this 
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discussiou. You need not expect to hear my opponent main- 
tain them, and, mark my prophecy, you will not. 

The question is, has already been impliedly, cut down to 
this, do the Old Testament — the teachings of Moses or the 
prophets aflfbrd some arialogy or ground to infer that infant 
baptism, as practiced by the M. E. Church, is authorized? 

And you have already noticed this. Eld. Ditzler has not, 
in the hour that he has spoken, claimed either a command or 
an example of infant baptism in the Old Testament, and he will 
not in this discussion, because it was also impliedly, admit- 
ted by his committee as instructed by himself, that the Old 
Testament affords neither command nor example for infant 
baptism, when they admitted that the BibU does not furnish 
them, by refusing to maintain such a proposition ; for " the 
whole includes the sum of all its parts." 

If precepts or examples can be found in no part of the 
Bible, thev cannot be found in the Old Testament. But he 
stands here to find authority^ and he knows, what every man 
in this audience knows or should know, that authority in any 
government human or Divine, does not exist, and cannot be 
asserted or claimed without the express command or enactment of 
the law-making power ^ in, the Divine Head of the church. Now 
just one verse — -just one word. 

For any officer of this State or of these United States to 
maintain that he is authorized to perform any official or legal act, 
he must be able to produce a legal warrant and that in express 
termsy from the Courts or the acts of the Legislature. His 
right to perform the office he must derive from express enact- 
ments of the law-making power, and he must be able to produce 
those enactments. He has no right to infer j from what may have 
existed in this, or any other country that a specific thing should 
be done and that he has a right to do it, in the name of the 
government — ^he must be able to show a specific law for it, "in 
white and black," and his own legal authority to execute that 
law. 

* Now, right herej at the outstart, do you bear me witness that 
in the most respectful terms, I do as it is my right, demand of 
Eld. Ditzler one precept for Infant baptism, in either Testament. 

86 
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Here is God's word before us. If it authorizes Infant Bap- 
tism it contains somewhere an express precept for it, clear as 
the law for baptizing adults. Pedobaptists have been search- 
ing the Bible from the day the innovation was brought into 
practice of the professed church, and if there is a command 
or clear example, it must have been found. Eld. Ditzler has 
given thirty years to the diligent search for the law or exam- 
ple in God's word that authorizes it, and if it is in the Book, 
he certainly knows where it is, and can produce it in one min- 
ute as well as in one year. 

Mr. President, Ladies and Gentlemen, I appeal to you, if 
there is the least need of spending three days in settling this 
question ? Can it not be done in one short speech as well as 
in one year, if indeed it is going to be settled by the authority 
of God's word — that is by ita clear and undoubted precept — 
specific law, or the clear unquestionable practice of the Apos- 
tles and Apostolic churches as recorded in the New Testament? 
If such a precept or such examples are on record. Eld. Ditzler is 
informed of the fact ; he knows where they are and he can 
produce them all in five minutes, and the question is settled. 
Ought he not to do so ? Does not this occasion and your pres- 
ence demand it at his hands? I am here to consider and 
receive such a law or such examples — just one will convince 
me, and I will, here, in your presence, renounce my Baptist 
principles. But, if Eld. Ditzler will not do so, if he will only 
continue as he has started out, to ofier you only a groundless, 
and, therefore, imaginary analogy, drawn from the identity of 
the Jews, whether as the family of Abraham, or organized as 
a nation — with the visible church and kingdom of Christ — 
then you must see, feel and know that he has neither precept for, 
nor example of, and consequently no authority for Infant Bap- 
tism in the word of God. I shall claim, as I have a right to 
claim, that his very failure to produce express law, or 
clear examples of Infant Baptism by the churches the' apostles 
planted — as a public confession on his part that he has no law 
or examples — nothing better than an inference, he will 
spend, in spite of all I can do, three days in preparing the 
ground, from the imaginary identity of the Jewish nation with 
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the church of Christ. It would to him, amount to nothing 
should I grant the identity — for there was no Infant Baptism 
in the Old Testament, and nothing like it — how, then, could 
he get it into the New ? 

Now of the truth of all I have said, Eld. Ditzler is fully 
aware. In the second head of his opening speech in the 
Wilkes Debate p. 15, he asserts that "the commission as found 
in Matt is the only authority we have to baptize anybody." 

THIS IS RECORDED IN THE NeW TESTAMENT. This is the CXprCSS 

command of Christ. I appeal then and here to this audience, 
were those not fair propositions that the Baptist Committee of 
this place submitted, when they proposed to settle this ques- 
tion by the New Testament? by the command of Christ? 

But how has Eld. Ditzler met this question this morning? 
Has he planted himself upon this law to vindicate an authority 
in it, or render it to baptize infants in order to wash away the 
guilt of original sin or secure their spiritual quickening by the 
Holy Spirit and the strengthening and confirmation of their in- 
fant faith in Christ ? Has he even opened the New Testament 
to read a precept for, or an example of, Infant Baptism? 
iVb, strangely no! but he has gone back four thousand years 
into the shadowy past, to explore " th^ weak and beggarly 
elements" of superseded dispensations, for the origin and 
model of a Christian church, when the New Testament alone 
is its record and its rule. I wish to pronounce and record a 
decided protest against such a coarse. It is mi^teaching, and 
a gross infliction upon the patience of this audience. 

We might with as much reason, spend tttree days exploring 
the deserted borders of Moab and Edom, or the relics of the 
long-buried cities of Herculaneum and Pompeii, or the garden 
of Eden, or the plains of Chaldea, or the tents of Israel — four 
thousand years before the authority to baptize anybody was 
given ; according to Eld. Ditzler's own declaration, as it stands 
"graven with an iron pen and lead, in the rock forever." 

Now I am willing to rest this whole question, and include 
in it the 5th., upon a fair construction of that proposition, the 
meaning of which any common reader, any ordinarily intelli- 
gent child of fourteen, can determine as readily as any jurist 
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of the land. But Eld. Ditzler is not willing to decide this 
question by the letter and spirit of that law^ hut maintains that, 
we must infer the action intended, and the subjects embraced 
in it by the Jewish education of the apostles, and the relation that, 
not infants in age, but children had stood to the Jewish nation 
or commonwealth, which he calls the church, in the past and 
abolished dispensations, and hence this long journey of four 
thousand years ! 

Did the Savior encourage the Scribes and Pharisees and 
Sadducees to interpret his teachings by their previously con- 
ceived opinions, Jewish education, prejudice, shades of religious, 
thought, etc.? did he encourage this method of interpretation 
in Nicodemus ? 

Where does it appear from the records of the Old Testa- 
ment, that when Jehovah appointed any branch of ritual wor- 
ship, he left either the subject of it, or the mode of administration, 
to be inferred by the people, from the relation in which they stood 
to Himself, or from general moral precepts, or from any 
branch of his moral worship, or yet from any well known 
positive rite ? This principle or rule, laid down by Elder 
Ditzler, is a pernicious one, and invented only to open the 
way for the introduction of the traditions of men, among 
the commands of Christ, and thereby make them 9f none 
eftect. 

I therefore affirm with all the earnestness of my nature and 
convictions of my soul, that the covenants made with Abra- 
ham, Isaac and Jacob, or the children of Israel, have no more 
to do with the interpreting of the commission, or with the infer- 
ential support of infant baptism, than the covenant made with 
Noah concerning the deluge has. The most renowned 
scholars among the advocates of infant baptism have been 
frank enough to admit it. 

I could rightly urge it as a point of order that the Elder's 
entire speech was out of order. What would it all amount to, 
suppose the Elder could prove what thousands of more able 
men before him have tried and failed to do, that there was a 
church in the garden, in the Ark, or in the "tents of Abra- 
ham, Isaac and Jacob," and in the wilderness, and that male 
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infants of the msmbers of that church, were Jews born intb 
it, and were therefore circumcised at eight days? Now would 
that prove that infants of Gentiles, of allpersonSy members or 
not, of saints and infidels^ should have water sprinkled upon 
them at any age, eight days or eighty years, in order to secure 
their salvation? 

Was that the purpose for which circumcision was adminis- 
tered to Jew boys? for it must have been, for the analogy to 
hold good. What then became of all those who died before 
they were eight days old ? for it would have been in violation 
of the law to have circumcised before the babe was eight days 
old. And worse than all, what became of all the uncircum- 
cised female infants, and adults also? Were they all damned? 
There is something right here fatal to his whole theory, even 
if he can show a law for baptizing female infants in the New 
Testament This at least he must do, for they were not cir- 
cumcised under the Old Testament dispensation. 

Eld. Ditzler is laboring to prove it hy analogy ! Analogy ! 
lias he exhausted his vears on lexicons, and failed to read 
Butler ? Don't he know that analogy uqyqt proved anything ?* 
The uttiost it can do, is to establish a probabiMty^ an inference. 
But these will do my learned friend no good whatever. But 
since this argument from the analogy between a pretended 
church under the Old Dispensation and the church of Christ 
under the New, and the warrant supposed to be found in the 
Covenant of Circumcision (which is claimed to be the Covenant 
of Grace) has, among protestants become the main pillar and 
ground of Infant Baptism, I the more readily consent to fol- 
low Eld. Ditzler with the best light my intellect and reason, 
assisted by my understanding of God's word, through the dim 
shadows of the forty centuries of the past, before emerging 
into the clear light of the Gospel Dispensation to which alone 
Christian Baptism belongs. 

My following will class under three heads: 

I — ^Replication. 
II — Explication. 
Ill— Refutation. 

My first and main object will be to follow and reply to his 
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arguments, which are not his only, but R. Watson's, and indeed 
those of all modern Pedobaptists known to me. What he 
may not advance in his speeches I may refer to in his book. 

2. I shall explain as best I may the Scriptures he may em- 
ploy upon this occasion, to support this theory. 

3. And, as time may permit, though it does not devolve up- 
on me, I shall endeavor to refute the entire theory of Infant 
Baptism as held by modern Pedobaptists, by demonstrating 
that the practice of Infant Baptism is not only contrary to the 
precept, but its whole purpose and design and eftects are con- 
trary to the genius, as they are subversive of the very funda- 
mental principles of the Gospel of man's salvation, pernicious 
to the church and to the world, and endangering the salvation 
of the subject. I propose to couch my refutation in the form 
of short logical arguments, and to give my opponent ample 
time to attend to them, I will bring forward one or more 
at the close of each speech. 

THE CHURCH. 

The first objection, and it is a serious one, I lay to his 
course in his first speech is, he does not define his terms — even 
those upon which he hinges his whole argument. And this 
is in violation of the rules of the debate, and the first princi- 
ples that govern all logical reasoning. He has used the term 
Churchy and an all-important word it is, for we may discuss 
here till the Master comes, and unless we define this one wordj 
we shall have no clear conception of its meaning, we can 
come to no conclusion. Eld. Ditzler has been talking to you 
for a whole hour about a Christian Churchy and he has left you 
in pitchy darkness, as to what a Christian Church is! There 
is not a man in this congregation^ however richly endowed 
with intellect or blessed with culture, who can rise in his 
place alid state what Eld. Ditzler himself regards as a Chris- 
tian Church, from the definition he gives, for this simple 
reason the Elder has not given a definition; his statements do 
not amount to a definition. If he has given its kind, he has 
not given what logicians term its diferentia^ and this strikes 
me with astonishment, because I have understood that the 
Elder was a logician^ as well as a linguist. He raay^ however^ 
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have sacrificed his logic to a single Syriac verb. I mean what 
I say and will illustrate my meaniug. 

If I am called upon to define a horse and say, '*a horse is an 
animal," have I defined it ? There are ten thousand animals that 
are not horses. A man is an animal but not a horse. If I further 
add, a horse is a four-footed animal, have I defined it so that you 
could tell it from an ox or an elephant ? That's the trouble 
with his definitions ; you cannot tell his church from a nation 
or a mobj from a Masonic lodge or a Temperance Society. 

To say that the church of Christ, for that is the body we 
have under discussion — not an ecclesia of Greece — is a 
"crowd," is not defining it. To say it is "a mob" or "a con- 
gregation," is not defining it. To say it is a body of persons 
called out, or "called together," is not defining it; or even a 
body of Christians gathered into one place, or into an organized 
body, is not defining it. Such a body might possibly be a 
Masonic Lodge, or a Temperance Society, for there have been 
such bodies, every member a professed Christian. But neither 
a congregation of Christians, nor of angels, would be a church 
of Christ. The former, however, would make excellent mate- 
rial to constitute into a christian church. Who does not 
know that Christian baptism, and a scriptural church polity, 
constitute the essential diferentia of a Christian church, and 
has Eld. D. so much as mentioned them? He has talked 
learnedly, some may think — ^I should say quite unlearnedly — 
about Syriac and Chaldee, and has given you two words in 
Hebrew, the one translated a congregation, and the other an 
assembly ; but he has failed to find one which the 70 Jews 
translated once by ecclesia, or that our English translators 
translate church. Why does he keep 4000 years away from 
the Greek term the Holy Spirit selected by which to indicate 
the church of Christ throughout .the New Testament? It is 
the US113 loquendi of the term by the Greeks themselves, and 
the modified use of the term throughout the New Testament, 
that we have to do with. 

I will give Eld. J), the credit of giving elsewhere one of 
the essential diferentia of the Christian ecclesia, and I thank 
him for it. He says in his Debate with Wilkes, p. 21 . 

"There is no such thing as a person being a member of the church of 



584 The Great Carrollton Debate. 

Gkxl) in the trae sense of that word, unless he is a child of God, although 
we may receive him and administer unto him fleshly ordinances [as cir- 
cumcision or baptism], he is not a member of the church of God, [visible 
or invisible], unless he has been regenerated unto Gk)d ; for it requires 
regeneration to bring a sinner into the family of Gk)d. Then it requires 
a man to be in Christ Jesus, to be a member of the church of Gk>d ; it 
requires that he should be justified by Faith, in the Lord Jesus Christ.'' 

This is true, but we may see that it is death by the sword 
to his whole system, for it shuts the door of the church, visible 
and invisible, in all ages, against infants, for they are not born 
regenerate. No morally unconscious infant ever exercised 
faith in Christ, and therefore, infants never, in any age, were 
members of the church of God, or the family of God, or the 
household, flock or fold of God, or the "true Israel," or of 
the "true circumcision," or of the "body of Christ," or to 
those God calls "my people." Is not this question again settled 
by his own admission ? There is no avoiding the conclusion, 
even if he should find a score of Christian churches in the Old 
Testament. It is evident, and no one, not my opponent, 
will affirm, that any one should be baptized who is not qual- 
ified for church membership. But infants are not, says Mr. 
Ditzler. Therefore, &c. There is a place in the windings of the 
Mammoth Cave, which they call the Bottomless Pit, into which 
if a persoa falls, he is forever lost to the light of day. Eld. D. 
has unfortunately to his friends, stumbled into it, over this 
admission, and he never more will recover. Mark if he does. 
This is a sufficient answer to his whole hour's speech, and to 
all he can make during the three days allowed to the discussion 
of this proposition. 

But what are the essential characteristics of a church of 
Christ, visible, for with no other body, if there be one, have 
we anything to do. 

The Discipline of his own. church, says : 

The visible Church of Christ is a congregation of faithftil men, in which 
the pure word of Gk>d is preached, and the sacraments duly administered, 
according to Christ's ordinance, in all those things that of neceoessity are 
requisite to the same.— -Dis. p. 17. 

This is quite a near approach to a proper definition. Mark 
two features of it : 
1. It must be " a congregation o{ faithful men/* u e,, believ- 
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ing men, justified by faith in Christ, regenerate in heart, not 
a mixed body, partly believers and partly un-or non-believers, 
partly justified and partly unjustified, a part regenerate and 
a part "the children of wrath even as others." It is .evident 
to all that there was never such a congregation in the days of 
Abel or Abraham, of Moses or the prophets, never under the 
old Jewish dispensation, never until Christ called together such 
a body. It is evident that the M. E. organization, North or 
South, is not such a body, nor any society that iadmits infants 
and the professedly unregenerate to membership. This defini- 
tion then, destroys the specious argument he is now making. 

2. The second feature, " in which the pure word of God is 
preached, and the sacraments" — baptism and the Lord's Sup- 
per — "are duly administered according to Christ's ordinance," 
t e.j command or appointment. When and where in the Old 
Testament did Christ ordain Baptism and the Lord's Supper? 
When and where from the days of Abel to the days of Christ's 
incarnation, were Baptism and the Lord's Supper duly admin- 
istered in any congregation of faithful men ? Why these three 
days of argumentation to prove that there was such a church 
of Christ in the Old Testament, in which there were unregen- 
erate, unjustified infants, which he says never were, are not, 
and can never be members ? He must either give up his 
Discipline or his theory. They are utterly irreconcilable. 
Which will he do? Which will Methodists do, give up their 
Discipline, or Eld. Ditzler as a champion of it? 

But what is a church of Christ? 

The Episcopal prayer-book gives us the same definition 
as the above. Wesley copied it into the Discipline. 

The Presbyterian Confession of Faith says : 

II. The visible Church, which is also catholio,or universal under the 
gospel, (not confined to one nation as before under the law), consists of 
all those throughout the world, that profess the true religion, together 
with their children; and is the kingdom of the Lord Jesus Christ, the 
house and family of Gk)d, out of which there is no ordinary possibility of 
salvation.— Oon. Faith, ch. xxv, sec. 2. 

This definition does not call for an organization, it does 
not require baptism; nor does it require that the members of 
it should be " faithful men," but provides that the larger num- 
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ber may be uiiregeiierate, for it includes ail the children, not 
infants in years merely, but all the children of professing 'parents, 
though they may be three score and ten ! 

I cannot accept this definition — Elder Ditzler cannot. 

To ascertain the meaning of " Church of Christ'' we must 
refer to two sources of information, since it is a Greek word 
which Christ used to designate his church, we must first go to 
the Greeks for their understanding of it; for the selecting 
Spirit chose a word that would convey a general idea to the 
Greek-speaking millions, who would read the sacred Scriptures. 
(2) We must then find its usus loquendi in the New Testament 
to learn if Christ in any respect modified its literal meaning 
when applied to an organized body of his followers, and if so, 
in what respect. 

The noun ecclesia is compounded of the verb kaleo, to call, 
the preposition ex. out of, and it must therefore designate a 
body of persons called out of a multitude. 

The Greeks were governed by three judicial bodies. The 
Senate of 500, the Ecclesia or Public Assembly and the Di- 
kastries — Jury Courts. 

The Greek Ecclesia was a lawful assembly of qualified citi- 
zens, elected ^ut of the multitude of people, for the transac- 
tion of public affairs. The members of it had to possess cer- 
tain qualifications. When elected their names were enrolled 
or registered, and they were called together at stated times, 
by a qualified officer, were presided over, and their acts duly 
recorded by a clerk or scribe. [See Smith's His. of Greece 
p. 98.] 

Archbishop Trench says : 

"We have ekkUaia in three disthict stages of meanmg— heathen, the 
Jewish and the Christian. In respect to the first, ekkUida^ as all know, 
was the lawftil assembly in a free Greek city of all those possessed of the 
rights of citizenship for the transaction of public a^&irs. That they were 
summoned is expressed in the latter part of the word. That they were sum- 
moned out of the whole population, a select portion of it, including neither 
the populace, nor yet strangers, nor those who had forfeited their civic 
rights, this is expressed in the first. Both the calling and the calling out 
are moments to be remembered, when the word is assumed into a higher 
Christian sense, for in them the chief part of its peculiar adaptation to its 
auguster uses lies.'^ 
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We see that being a legal legislative assembly, duly reg- 
istered as such, it was an Eeelesia at all times, whether in ses- 
sion or adjourned, as is the House of Commons of England, 
or the House of Representatives of the United States, bodies 
to which the Grecian Eeelesia was closely analogous— it was 
a permanent body. 

An ordinary, or extraordinary assemblage of a multUvde 
could no more be called an Eeelesia in Greece, than it could 
be the House of Commons in England. Nor could a lawless 
"mob " be called an Eeelesia any more properly than it could 
be called the House of Representatives in this country. 

The members of the Eeelesia voted either by a show of 
hands, or by ballot. 

Says the Editor of North American Cyclopedia, p. 786 : 

" Besides the legislative powers of the Assembly, Eeelesia) it could 
make inquisition into the conduct of Magistrates, and in turbulent and 
excited times, exercised a power resembling that of impeachment, as in 
the eases of Demosthenes and Phocion.^' 

It will be seen that all matters that affected the public in- 
terest and the welfare of the people, civil or religious, came 
under its cognizance. 

The meetings of the Eeelesia were at first held in the Agora, 
but afterwards in the great theatre of Dionyseus, and in the 
theatre at Manychia — as the regular sessions of our legisla- 
tures are held in the capitol buildings of our States. 

By reference to Act xix., we see that Luke says that upon 
the uproar in the city, the " Eeelesia gathered," not a lawless 
mob, for he distinguishes it from the demos- — populace — and 
from ochlos — ^an irregular crowd. It will be noticed that this 
Eeelesia gathered with one accord into the theatre^ the appointed 
and legal gathering place of this body. Had it been a lawless 
mob, it would have had no right, nor would it have been per- 
mitted to assemble in the theatre, nor would it have thought of 
Bucli a gathering place. The multitude followed the Eeelesia into 
the theatre, and, by preferring, some, one charge, and some, an- 
other, confused the Eeelesia, and it could ascertain nothing 
definite to act upon. 

Now, the Eeelesia of Christ is a body of persons elected 
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and called out from the world at large, separated and distin- 
guished from it by regeneration of heart. Christ says of the 
members of it : " Ye are not of this world, but I have chosen 
you out of the worldJ' John xv. 19. 

The names of the members of the Christian Ecclesia, are 
duly registered, not only upon the records of the body itself, 
below, but " written in heaven." 

Every member must be introduced formally into the Eccle- 
sia, upon a profession of personal faith in the Trinity, and the 
fundamental doctrines of Christianity, which profession is 
made in the act of immersion in water. See Commission 
Matt, xxviii ; John iii. 5; also, Heb. iv. 14 ; and 1. Cor. xii. 13. 
For in one spirit — "in the spirit of childlikeness of obedience 
and love, "we are all immersed into one body" — which is said 
by the apostle in the same chapter, to be a church — "and 
have all been made to drink into one spirit," we have imbibed 
into our very souls. the spirit of love and obedience. By this 
act of immersion we are introduced into, and finally qualified, 
to be active members of the Ecclesia of Christ. This is the 
first modification of the Grecian Ecclesia — it is a body of 
regenerated and properly baptized persons. The Church of 
Christ is not a legislative^ but only an executive body. It can 
make, repeal, or change no laws, but its duty is to execute 
those already enacted by its only head and lawgiver, Jesus 
Christ. Like the Grecian Ecclesia, all the members are upon an 
equality — all are brethren. There are no authoritative rulers. 
All the ministers are thft equals of each other, and rule as 
presiding officers, according to the law of Christ. " Call no 
man master." Therefore, we define a Christian Ecclesia — 
Church — to be a body of believers in Christ, who have been 
Scripturally immersed upon a profession of their previous re- 
generation, and faith in Christ, associated by covenant in the 
faith and fellowship of the gospel, observing the ordinanbes of 
Christ; governed only by this law, and exercising the 
gifts, rights and privileges invested in them by his Word. 
Such a body is alone entitled to be regarded or called 
a Christian church. All can see there can be ho infants 
in this cjhurch, any more than in Elder Ditzler's church of 
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regenerated persons, and every man and woman, and child, in 
this audience, who has read the Old Testament, knows that 
there never was such a visible organized body as this from the 
days of Abel, to the days of John the Baptist. 

Now, Mr. President, I protest against the illogical and un- 
scholarly course of Elder Ditzler in continually calling some- 
thing "the church of God," before he has either defined what 
he means by the term, or proved that one existed in the gar- 
den, ark, or family of Abraham. He is constantly committing 
the fallacy styled by logicmnQj petitio principiij a begging of the 
question — taking the very thing for granted that he is first 
required to prove. He has assumed that there has been a church 
from the annunciation of the promised seed in the garden 
until this day, essentially the same under all dispensations, 
but he had not offered one word or syllable of proof, nor 
pretended to. 

I will state his theory as I understand it. 

1. That the Church of God "existed thousands of years be 
fore circumcision or any carnal ordinance'^ — the same in its de- 
signs and principles, and in unbroken continuity, now as it is 
to-day. See his Debate with Wilkes, p. 17. 

2. That infants, all infants, enjoyed membership in this 
Church. 

8. The first ordinance ever introduced was administered to 
infants. 

4. That the Jewish nation was the true Church of Christ, 
and infants were members of it and enjoyed all its privileges 
and immunities and that the Church was not changed under 
the new dispensation. Now his language seems to be "there- 
fore" — his language should be — it is probable^ in the absence 
of any law to the contrary — that infants should be continued 
in the church to-day, but his conclusions are, infants are mem- 
bers of the Christian Church now — and that it devolves upon 
me to show that the Jewish Church was destroyed — and its 
infant membership abrogated by .God's own specific and direct 
command ! 

From four assumptions, mere inferenceSy which he has not 
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proved and cannot prove, he draws an absolute and positive 
conclusion ! Is this the science of logical accuracy ? 

I answer it all in a general way with a sentence. From ten 
thousand inferences, you can infer nothing — not even an infer- 
€7ice. From the best and nicest analogies you can only infer a 
probability and there is no place for inference or probabilities 
in this discussion, but for proofs. The question concerns a 
positive institution, and we must produce positive law — a thus 
saith the Lord — therefore let the opponents of Infant Baptism 
show where this church is dstroyed. 

To the last demand, I reply, the gentleman need not call 
upon me to put infants out of the New Testament church, 
because he has himself declared they were never in it. 
Remember his declaration : "There is no such thing as a per- 
son being a member of the church of God, in the true sense 
of that word, unless he is a child of God." . . "Unless regen- 
erated unto God." . . "Justified by faith in the Lord Jesus 
Christ." But for the sake of this audience, and those who 
may read this discussion, I propose to refute the theory, by 
exploding the inferences specifically, and showing you that 
the practice of Infant Baptism, as observed in the M. E. 
Church, contravenes the very genius and subverts the very 
system of Christianity. 

1. That "the church of God existed one thousand years 
before any carnal ordinances." The first carnal ordinance 
that we have any account of being observed, was the sacrifice 
of Abel, offered by faith, and sacrificial offerings for sin 
accepted of God, must have been appointed by God. All 
theologians agree in this. See A. Clarke, in loco. But was 
this appointed for, or administered to, an infant? Let any 
one answer. But 

2. The church wos in the Garden of Eden^ and the model and 
mother of all future ones! If so, it consisted of two sinful 
and unregenerate persons, under the curse of God. Would 
these constitute "a congregation of faithful men ?" Were the 
ordinances that Christ commanded. Baptism and the Lord's 
Supper, duly administered ? But if it was the first and model 
church, there were no infants in it ! So the staple to which 
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my opponent's chain is attached, is crushed and falls. No 
church nor infant rite in the first dispensation. 

3. Was there a church in the second dispensation. After 
our first parents were driven from the garden, God instituted 
a worship, by sacrifices, and in connection with these the 
promise of salvation through faith in Christ, as the coming 
Redeemer, must have been proclaimed to Adam and his 
family, for we read that "through faith Abel made a more 
acceptable sacrifice than Cain, by which he obtained witness 
that he was righteous, God testifying of his gifts ; and by it 
he being dead, yet speaketh." Heb. xi, 4. Now because he 
was righteous, must we conclude that he was in the church 
of God ? If so, so far as the inspired record goes, and we 
have no right to go beyond it, he was the only living being 2it this 
time, who was justified by faith, for, if Adam or Eve had been 
believers, being such prominent characters, would not inspi- 
ration have mentioned the fact? Then it follows when Cain 
slew Abel, he prevailed against the Church of God, and abol- 
ished it, and by one fell stroke blotted it out of existence ! 
That club was the fatal instrument of death, not only to Abel, 
but to the very foundation upon which the whole system of 
Infant Baptism rests. 

Eld. Ditzler maintains that God had a church in Eden, that 
Abel was a worshipper in it, and that from the day it was set 
up, it has never ceased to have existence, and has been the 
same under every dispensation, or we must admit that God 
changes ! What will he now do ? Give up his false theory — 
the ghost of which is crying from the ground — or will he give 
up his God? He is bound as a Christian man to give up one 
or the other. I assure you if I could be convinced that the 
church of Christ had ever been prevailed against by either its 
corruption or destruction, I would be compelled to surrender 
my Bible with my faith. But in Abel's church there were 
no infants, which fact is fatal to the theory of Pedobaptism. 
When and where was it set up again ? 

Put we are told by the advocates of Infant Baptism that the 
church was in the Ark with Noah, and the theory of my oppo- 
nent forces him upon this position, he claims a continuous 
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church from the garden, he even says that the church of God 
existed 1000 years before any fleshly or carnal rite —and 
Noah's, and Abel's sacrifice were carnal ordinances, and there- 
fore, his theory carries the church beyond time into eternity it- 
self!! 

But grant that the church, the first and model church was 
in the Ark. Let us open the doors and look in upon it and 
see of whom it was composed. If any one had saving faith, 
it was Noah. The record mentions his faith, but the faith of 
no other one. Then if his family constituted the model 
church, only one member out of eight was a believer, but alas, 
for Pedobaptism, there was not an infant in it! And this my 
friend claims is. the model of the church of which he is a 
member and stands here to advocate ! ! 

Thus you have seen all the evidence there is of a church 
for the first 1656 years — but if church, one thing is certain, 
there were no injants in it for 1656 years, which is pecu- 
liarly fatal to his theory. Trace it on down for 2106 years 
to Abraham's day and the Covenant of Circumcision, and still 
find no trace of an infant ! ! If an infant was ever brought 
into it, it must have been by some new covenent and new law 
which Eld. Ditzler, with all his ingenuity and learning can 
newer find, uov invent without detection. Why need I reply 
longer to him or expose the groundlessness of his sys- 
tem ? Why may I not claim the question as settled in my 
favor, and set down and permit him to consume the two re- 
maining days in the vain endeavor to find a sound piece of 
timber in the wreck and ruin of his demolished system ? 
Have I not broken the very staple of it, and crushed into dust 
every link of his chain for nearly 2000 years ? It is known 
to every man that no chain, however massive, is stronger than 
its weakest link, break but one, 

" Tenth or tenth thousand, breaks the eham !" 

But as this discussion is designed alike for the instruction 
of those who read it as well as those who hear, I will follow 
him on down into the wilderness of Sin and Sinai. 

What do you conclude with reference to three of the infer- 
rences upon which he builds his theory ? 
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Take the definition of a church given in the Discipline my 
opponent is sworn " to mind not mend," if you will not take 
mine, and decide if there was a visible organization of "&ith- 
ful men" and regenerate infants in thpae ages. 

There were no infants in his Edenic Church. 

There were no infants in Abel's Church. 

There were no infants and only one righteous man in the 
Ark or on the earth when we enter upon the third Dispensa- 
tion ! 

Refutation. 

I will first construct a logical argument in Elder Ditzler's 
own language in refutation of his own theory, and his own 
church, which he can never answer, but must respectj if he has 
any respect for his own statements. 

Arg. No. I. 

1. There is no moh thing as a person— this means any one, young or old 
if it means anything—being a member of the church of God in the true 
sense of the word — ^and this means invisible as well as visible, imless he 
has been regenerated unto God. * * " For it requires regeneration U^ 
bring a sinner into the family of God." * * It requires a man to be in 
Christ Jesus, to be a member of the church of Gkxl; it requires that he 
should be Justified by faith in the Lord Jesus Christ"-^. DitzUrj in Debate 
voith WilkeSf p. 21, 

2. But the infants of the Jews, as well as of Christians, in every age are 
unregenerated and unjustified, and the "children of wrath even as 
others." 

3. Therefore they never were and never can be, members of the church 
ofChrist 

Aro. No. n. 

1. Those organizations that admit unr^enerate children or adults as 
members, cannot be regarded as churches of Christ in any true sense of 
the word. 

2. But all Pedobaptist organizations do admit unregenerate children to 
membership. 

3. Therefore Pedobaptist organizations cannot be regarded as churches 
of Christ-^[I¥me (mt. 

37 
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DR. DITZLER'S SECOND SPEECH. 

Qbntlbmbn Moderators :— The points my worthy opponent 
sought to make, will naturally fall in before me in the course 
laid out, and his objections will all be met in course. Hence 
we pursue our chain of argument begun in our Saturday's 
address. « 

We saw the church one. It was developed out of the 
promise or covenant of redemption in Christ. Christ was its 
" founder and its consummator" — ^Hebrews xii. 1,2, as ex- 
pounded in our first address. Christ " lead his people all the 
days of old." They were " one with him" — his brethren. 
We saw that Christ was incarnated, and solidified, " gathered 
together" "the lost sheep — straying, scattered ones — of the 
house of Israel." So all prophecy had declared he would do. 
They formed a multitude before his crucifixion. Israelites, 
indeed, in whom no guile existed all along through the 
darkest and mcJst trying times of Israel's depression. 

We saw that the church's existence and connection or identity 
never did consist of its ordinances or ritualistic services in 
any age of the world. This is very important. What old 
dreamy writers, who dote over the dreams of mystics, write on 
such a subject, interests me but little. God's church never 
did depend on its ritual. That changed repeatedly by God's 
legislation, under the same dispensations, in different dispen- 
sations, were suspended, enlarged, abridged, broken often as 
to their order and administrator, as the Bible abundantly 
shows. But these things never affected the perpetuity — the 
oneness of God's people or church. These facts will come up 
under another proposition, and need not be elaborated here. 
The truth is, Jesus Christ is the unity of his people. As to 
the olive tree, we say it is the church — the remnant preserved, 
when Christ came, to whom Gentile converts were added, 
even as to them the 3000 on Pentecost converted from among 
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scoffers and those who had rejected, crucified him, were added, 

and others thereafter. This fact is further seen in Gal. iv. 31 : 

'* 21. Tell me, ye that desire to be under the law, do ye not hear the law ? 
"22. For it is written, that Abraham had two sons, the one by a bond- 
maid, the other by a free woman. 

"23. But he toko was of the bondwoman was bom after the' flesh ; but he 
of the free woman wm by promise. 

"24. Which things are an allegory: for these are the two covenants ; 
the one from the moimt Sinai, whidi^gendereth to bondage, which is 
Agar. 

"25. For this Agar is mount Sinai in Arabia, and answereth to Jerusa- 
lem which now is, and is in bondage. with her children. 

"26. But Jerusalem which is above is free, which is the mother of 
us all. 

"For it is written, Bejoice, thou barren that bearest not; break forth 
and cry, thou that travailest not : for the desolate hath many more chil- 
dren than she which hath a husband. 

"28. Now we brethren, as Isaac was, are the children of promise. 

"29. But as then he that was bom after the flesh persecuted him that 
was bom after the Spirit, even so it is now. 

" 30. Nevertheless what saith the Scripture ? CaJat out the bondwoman 
and her son : for the son of the bondwoman shall not be heir with the son 
of the free woman. 

"31. So then, brethren, we are not children of the bondwoman, but of 
the free. 

Paul had just shown that " they who are of faith are blessed 

with faithful Abraham." Gal. iii. 9. Then he farther adds : 

" 15. Brethren, I speak after the manner of men : Though it be but a 
man's covenant, yet if it be confirmed, no man disannulleth, or addeth 
thereto. 

" 16. Now to Abraham and his seed were the promises made. He saith 
not. And to seeds, as of many ; but as of one, And to thy seed, which is 
Christ 

"17. And this I say, thai the covenant, that was confirmed before of 
Gk>d in Christ, the law, which was four hundred and thirty years after, 
cannot disannul, that it should make the promise of none effect. 

" 18. For if the inheritance be of the law, it is no more of promise : but 
GK)d gave it to Abraham by promise. • 

"19. Wherefore then serveth the law ? It was added because of trans- 
gressions, till the seed should come to whom the promise was made ; and 
it toas ordained by angels in the hand of a mediator." 

Here Paul shows that the covenant at Sinai, the covenant 
represented by Hagar, which " engendereth to bondage/* was 
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not of promise — not of faith — and was four hundred and 

thirty years later than that made with Abraham, " the father 

of us all." The covenant of redemption was that made with 

Abraham. It was ^^cmfirmed before of God m Christ" Gb\. 

iii. 17. " The inheritance " is of promise— not of the law. All 

this was done, 

" 14. That the blessingof Abraham might oome on the G^tiles through 
Jesus Christ ; that we might roseive the promise of the Bpirit through 
faith." 

Hence all believers are one in Christ — of the same church. 

'^ 29. And if ye ^ Christ's, then are ye Abraham's seed, and heirs 
aooording to the i)romi8e.'' 

Identity of the Church. 

" The law of commandments contained in ordinances (Eph. 
xi. 16) he took out of the way, nailing it to the cross.*' The 
law of commandments " contained in ordinances'* " was added 
because of transgressions till the Seed (Christ) should come," 
(Gal. iii. 19), being imposed till the time of reformation" (Heb. 
ix. 10). Christ had become surety to Abraham for the Father 
that the promises should be ful^Hed — " By so much was Jesus 
made a surety of a better testametit" — (Heb. viii. 22). Hence 
this removal — taking away the ritualistic elenaents that never had 
encumbered the church till the Mosaic day, necessitated by 
the effects of centuries of slavery in Egypt, those " carnal 
ordinances imposed till the time of reformation" fell with the 
rending of the veil. That system was a parenthesis. It was 
temporary. The church existed before it. It existed during 
the formation of these ceremonies— during the suspension of 
them in part and, at times, in whole— during their variations, 
irregularities whereby wars, usurpations, conquests, etc., etc., 
they were most irregularly administered in large part — during 
the days of the Daniel's or Elijah's, it existed. The law never 
was " of faith", Gal. iii. 11, 12. Yet, from Abel down, all 
God's people were saved by faith, Heb. xi. entire, Rev. iii. 28, 
81 ; iv. 1-14 entire. Hence Abraham is "the father of us aU" 
(v. 16). Hence "the bondwoman," that is "the Sinaitic" 
"law of commandments contained in ordinances" that " made 
nothing perfect" (Heb. vii. 19), being only "a carnal com- 
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mandment" (v. 16,) determined and necessitated by the 
Aaronic priesthood, ^vii. 12). Hence the bondwoman and her 
son were " cast out" " cut off," " fell away." Hence we are 
children of the free woman — ^being children of Abraham by 
faith. To the same effect speaks JPaul, Eph. ii : 

13. ''But now, in Christ Jesus, ye who sometimes were &r off are made 
nigh by the Mood of Christ. 

14. ''For he is our i)eaoe, who hath made both one, and hath bn^en 
down the middle wall of partition between us. 

15. "EEaving abolished in his flesh the enmity, even the law of com- 
mandments contotiie<2 in ordinances ; for to make in himself of twain one 
new man, 80 making peace ; 

16. "And that he might reconcile both unto God in one body by the 
cross, having slain the enmity thereby .* 

17. "And came and preached peace to you which were afEur oflf, and to 
them that were nigh. 

18. "For through him we both have access by one Spirit unto the 
Father. 

19. "Now therefore ye are no more strangers and foreigners, but fellow 
citizens with the saints, and of the household of God ; 

• 20. "And are built upon the foundation of the apostles and prophets, 
Jesus Christ himself being the chief comer stone.'' 

There is no "new church" organized here— just the reverse. 

This renovated condition of society is called "new" just as a 

renovated soul is a "new creature," a renovated heart is a new 

heart, and a new spirit," so often named by the same apostle. 

The bringing in of so many Gentiles, with the great breadth 

the church assumed, gave a new era to her course. But we must 

remember that those who would make the " new man " here 

mean, that bringing in the Gentiles implied that out of the bad 
elements he was to organize a new church, not only contradict 

all fact, all Scripture and reason, but contradict the plainest 

records of the New Testament ; not for eight years after Pentecost 

were the Gentiles brought in, as all agree , and the Christian 

Jews brought them in. See Acts x. entire, xiii. entire and xv. 

entire where the Gentiles are first converted and laws for them 

given by the Jewish body. The fact that in all the assaults 

made upon Paul, Acts xxiii. 3, xxiv. 11-32, xxv. 8-9, xxvi. 2, 

8, it was never charged by those so anxious to prejudice his case 

that he, even the apostle of the Gentiles, sought to originate 
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a new church, a new system, a new religion, is confirmatory 
of all this beyond all dispute. If a new religion, a new church 
had been taught, he could not have answered this. Not only 
so, but the apostolic church practiced circumcision till near, if 
not up to the end of that century. 

The identitj/ — oneness — entity of God's church is established. 
Its principles are one — ^its God One, its Christ one, its Truth 
one, its objects one. Not analogy — not likenessy but entity, 
we have proved. The principles of all dispensations are — 
love God with all the heart — our neighbor as ourselves. (Deut. 
vi. 4, 5; Mark xii. 28-34; Rom. xiii. 13; xiv. 17-18.) 

It is established. All admit infants were members of this 
church. 

Dr. Carson says of the Jewish Israel : " Was the church into 
which its members were bom^ the same etc., 233. Nay, he said, 

"Is the Christian church that rejected the great body of the 
Jewish nation, the same with the Jewish church etc., 233. 
"Was the church that admitted every stranger to its passover 
etc.,? ^* As the church of Israel was the church of God, typi- 
cal of his true church etc." 234. 

We next show that Infants were members in that church, 
and not only circumcised at eight days old, but baptized. Deut: 
xxix. 10-12, shows their "little ones" of all ages were included, 
Gen. xviii. 19, shows the "household" was included, Num. iii. 
27-28, shows those a month old and upwards are there in- 
cluded in the religious charge of the church. 

Joel i. 15-17: 

15 IT "Blow the tnimi>et in ^on, sanctify a fast, call a solemn assembly; 

16. * 'Gather the people, sanctify the congregation, assemble the elders, 
gather the children, and those that suck the breasts : let the bridegroom go 
forth of his chamber, and £he IMde out of her closet. 

17. "Let the priests, the ministers of the Lord, weep between the porch 
and the altar, and let them say. Spare thy people, O Lobd, and give not 
thine heritage to reproach, that the heathen should rule over them; where- 
fore should they say among the people, Where w their Gtod ?" 

Here the tenderest age of infancy — ^'Hhose that suck the 
breast " are recognized as members of the church. How did they 
sanctify thfe congregation — ekklesia — the church; Heb. ix. 13 f 
Num. xix. 13; viii. 7 tell us. [They baptized the church.] 
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Infants were among the parties specially named. They had 
membership. We have no need to prove that they are entitled 
to baptism — oil admit membership carries toith it baptism. 
Membership is what we prove — the greater including the less 
We read in Matthew xviii. 

^'At the same time came the desciples unto Jesus saying, Who is the 
greatest in the kingdom of heaven ? 

2. ^'And Jesus called a little child unto him, and set him iu the midst 
of them. 

3. "And said, Verily I say unto you, Except ye be converted and ; be- 
come as little children, ye shall not enter into the kingdom of heaven. 

4. "Whosoever therefore shall humble himself as this little child, the 
same is greatest in the kingdom of heaven. 

5. "And whoso shall receive one such little child in my name receiveth 
me. 

6. "But whoso shall offend one of these little ones which believe in me 
it were better for him that a millstone were hanged about his neck, and 
that he were -drowned in the depth of the sea." 

Here it is clearly taught that "little children" are in the 
kingdom of heaven. 

Ist. Notice V. 1, "who is greatest in the kingdom of heaven? 
is the point before the audience. That was the question. 

2d. A child so young that it represented innocence — not 
old enough to be presumed as yet to be guilty of anything 
needing faith or conversion, to become innocent, is the party 
set forth. 

8d. Adults have to become converted and bec(yms as little chil- 
dren " to enter into the kingdom." 

4th. It was in answer to " who is greatest m the kingdom' 
the child is called. 

5th. We are to receive such little child in ChrisVs name, v. 5. 
To this add Matt. xix. 18-15 : 

'^13 Then were there brought unto him little children, that he should 
put his hands on them, and pray ; and the disciples rebuked them. 

14. But Jesus said. Suffer little children, and forbid them not, to come 
unto me ; for of s^ch is the kingdom of heaven. 

r 

15. And he laid Ai« hands on them, and departed thence. 

Luke xviii. 16, calls them "infants (taphedia) whioji inter-. 
changes v. 16 with "little children {ta paidia). "Of sicoh 
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[infants] is the kingdom of God. " In the light of such dec- 
larations he adds. "17. Verily I say unto you, Whosoever shall 
not receive the kingdom of God as a little child shall in no 
wise enter therein." Here again it is in connecti6n with how 
adults are are to "enter in," who have transgressed, rejected 
Christ, that infants are held up as the standard of qualification 
for adult entrance. Amid such declarations it is declared 
^' Of such IS the kingdom of heaven." They are members in it. 

This is the more pointed, if possible, when we remember 
that the Jews had always had their infants in church relation 
with them. We must remember these words were by a Jew 
to Jews, who talked to him before this familiarly about the king- 
dom of heaven. That they all had their infents recognized as 
in the same. 

Not only so, but, as A. Campbell says, Ch. Baptism, p. 386, 

and debated with Rice : 

" The believing Jews, down to the end of the New Testament history, 
circumcised their chUdren. Paul pubUdy declared, by an overt act, that 
he had not COMMANDED them to desist from circumcising their children." 

Hence this circumcision of infants in the Apostolic church, 
long years after Pentecost, answers /owr points. 1st. It proves 
that the old church was not abolished. 2d. That no new 
church was organized on radically different grounds. 8d. 
That, any way, infants were still in the churcji, recognized as 
such. 4th. That though this is so — that infants were constantly 
circumcised during the whole period of Apostolic history, yet 
not a case of it is named — no recorded, case. This should hush 
the cry about " a recorded case of infant baptism in the New 
Testament." 5th. If it required a special command to desist 
from any practice that late in Apostolic history, (Acts xv. and 
xxi.) why not equally so as to in&nt membership and baptism ? 

Here then we have the infants in the church. How will he 
get them out ? It will do no good to quote where Doctor this 
one or that one had said or written very silly, or foolish, 
or absurd, or contradictory things. That is not the issue. 
Is it in accordance with the Scriptures ? That is the point. 

In accordance with these facts, we read Acts xvi. 15, of 
Lydia — 

*U5, And when she was baptized, and her household, she besought tts. 
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saying, If ye haye judged me to be faithftil to the tiord, oome into my 
house, and abide there. And she constrained us.'' 

Andxvi: 

'^32. And they spake unto him the word of the Lord, and to all that 
were in his house. 

33. And he took them the same hour of the night, and washed their 
stripes ; and was baptized, he and all his, straightway. 

34. And when he had brought them into his house, he set meat before 
them, and rejoiced, believing in Qod with all his house." 

I Cor. i : 

'^ 16. And I baptized also the household of Stephanas : besides, I know 
not whether I baptized any otitier." 

i Cor. xvi : 

'U5. I beseech you, brethren, (ye know the house of Stephanas, that it 
is the firstfruits of Achaia, and that they have addicted themselves to the 
ministry of the sahits.) 

I ask now : Ist There being some eight " household bap- 
tisms** recorded in the New Testament, is it likely they were 
aU destitute of infants? 2d. Are we not authorized by these 
cases to baptize such households ? 

It is answered, the household of Stephanas " addicted them- 
selves to the ministry of the paints" — waiting on God's minis- 
ters, etc., hence no infants. To this we reply : Ist. They 
could have grown up in the years since their baptism to assist 
older ones in service. 2d. Such language does not at all imply 
that such as were too young for such work would be included, 
whereas from the whole history of religion, they would be ; 
see especially Num. iii. 27, 28, where infants " a month old 
and upwards" were charged with a ministry. The jailor " re- 
joiced, believing in God (panoiki) with all his house" — the 
word panoiki being an adverb describing how he rejoiced — quali- 
fying the verb, only he rejoiced — verb in the singular number. 
The old Peshito reads " Lydia and A€f children" were baptized — 
" the jailor was baptized and all his children {kulhun). 

All parties are settled in the fact that infant baptism is ^^ 
td^Ahh^diVfYiQn infant membership^ its right, is settled. This 
we have now done beyond all power of refutation. I need do 
nothing now but hurl back the onset of the opposition — foil, 
meet thfe objections urged against it. This is all I need do, 
though o'ther and powerful additional arguments will still 
be adduced. 
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Dr. Graves wishes this question confined to the New Testa- 
ment. Why not confine repentance, justification, atonement, 
Christ's divinity, to the Ifew Testament as well. How can 
you understand the New without the Old ? 

All he has to read about baptism administered as a means 
of grace, to quicken, etc., amounts to nothing. 1st. No 
Methodist teaches or believes that. 2d. We are discussing 
whether it is taught in the BibUy not in men's creeds or es- 
says. 

He urges that if it represents nothing within, it is a lie. 
He believes that baptism not only represents things within, 
but things without So he is met there. Circumcision repre- 
sented things within^ we know, for of it prophets and apostles 
declare its inward import. Rom xi, 28, 29, He is not a Jew 
who is one outwardly ; neither is that circumcision which is out- 
ward, in the flesh; but he is a Jew who is one inwardly \ and 
circumcision is that of the heart, in the Spirit" See also, Col', ii, 
11; Rom. iv, 11. It was " a sign, a seal of the righteousness of 
faith." Yet it was administered at eight days old, though Paul 
says it was " of the heart" 

He believes it had not the use afid import to the infant of 
eight days, but served such ends when it grew to comprehend 
its use and symbolic import. So of baptism. 

He reads our discipline, the so-called Wesley Tract, to 
prove that Methodists teach that in baptism infants are deliv- 
ered from the wrath of God. He knows, or ought to know 
that we never did in any age or country so teach. To force 
a meaning on those phrases, which our article on baptism in 
^ the Discipline, the context, and all our standards show we 
never held, but so far from that, despise, reject them, is not 
my idea of fair debate. It little becomes those who till but 
recently taught that infants were in hell, and only abandoned 
it under the effects of our preaching to bring such charges. 
We will notice those matters more fully in due time. 

He quotes Limborch, Bledsoe, etc, that " there is no proof 
that the apostles ever baptized an infant." They say not so. 
They say there is no " eocpress mention" of it in the New Testa- 
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ment; that i^, there is no place in the Ifew Testament where 
in so many words it records that an infant was baptized. This 
amounts to nothing. 

1. It is nowhere recorded that John the Baptist ever bap- 
tized a tDomanj a boy, a girl — ^you baptize all such. 

2. It is nowhere said or recorded that the twelve apostles 
ever baptized (1) a woman, (2) boy, (3) girl, (4) or man in all 
their mirmtry! So, to be consistent you should veoer baptize 
any of these classes. As to PauPs record, we will examine it 
hereafter, he not being of "the twelve/' 

3. It is nowhere recorded or told us in the New Testament 
that an infant was circumcised in all the Apostolic days. Yet 
we know, and all agree, that they were circumcised daUy — 
every day of the world, more or less. 

4. It is nowhere " expressly '' said or recorded, or hinted, 
that the twelve Apostles were ever baptized. 

5. Nor that the seventy were. 

6. Nor that the one hundred and twenty disciples were. 

7. Nor that John the Baptist was himself baptized. 

This will do. This crushes the popular objections in ioio. 

You urge that we iustify, prove in&nt baptism by inference. 
Well, suppose that be so. Do you not rely on " inference " for 
^Hmm£rsionV You know you do. You baptize adults 
SOLELY ON INFERENCE. You infer from your expositions of 
Scripture that certain qualifications exist, and aU by inference. 
A fact can as perfectly rest on legitimate inference as on actual, 
express declaration. 

But he says the church was founded on circumcision. I 
have overwhelmingly showed the reverse, and until he assails 
my crushing facts, I can pass that point. What was the rem- 
nant? he asks. I showed elaborately. What he means by 
Jews translating the word {kehat) by ekklesia once, I know not, 
since it is translated by it constantly. 

Was the Olive tree, Abraham, or Christ? he asks. Say your- 
self, and either position destroys your theory and sustains me. 
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As for those syllogisms — ^beginning the question each time— 
taUngfor granted the very thing in disputej why that is anything 
but logic. To parade syllogisms on that order is to satirize all 
logic. But enough here. K the learned Doctor has argu- 
ments, let them be adduced, and we will meet them. I have 
nothing to do now but to dash back the billows of opposition, 
hurl back the missiles of the archer. He cannot break the 
force of truth. My position stands as a column of granite — 
imperishable, indestructible in its nature, majestic in itis 
strength, resting on the deeply-bedded rock of eternal truth. 
The Church op God is one forever — ^infants are in it. — 
[Time Out.'] 
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DR. GRAVES' SECOND REPLY. 

Replication. 

Mr. President : — Scientists tell us that the first phase in 
which our earth appeared, betore the creative or re-forming 
fiat went forth, was a nebulous — a thin impalpable gaseous 
state. Now with all due respect to my distinguished opponent, 
it does seem to me that his argument for authority to baptize 
infants, is in its nebulous — gaseous state. If he has sent forth 
his creative or formative fiat, the material has not givein any 
signs of obedience to it, to assume shape and tangibility. I am 
waiting patiently for the first show of authority in God's Word 
for the administration of Christian Baptism to unconscious 
babes, for the purposes. Eld. Ditzler and the Society in this 
place administer it — i. e., to wash away the guilt of original 
sin, and as an efiectual means of regeneration, and reception 
into the church. He has, thus far, been discussing altogether 
another subject — i. e., whether there was a visible Shristian 
Church in the Old Testament, and whether it was identical 
with the visible kingdom of Christ extant to-day. Suppose I 
grant that there was, what would he gain by the admission ? 
Can he show that the ordinances — Baptism and The Lord's 
Supper — ^were instituted by Christ or observed in that church? 
Evidently not. , Can he anywhere find where, by express com- 
mand, the Divine Lawgiver commanded these rites to be sub- 
stituted for any existing rites, or that they should be added to 
the existing rites of an existing organization? If he can, he 
will do what no man before his time has been able to do. 

I propose in this speech to notice more specifically the posi- 
tions to which he is committing himself and his people. 

1. He defines the Church of God in which there have been 
infants in all ages — aa 

All the saved by Grace in all ages. 

This is what is called by Theologians — " the Church invis- 
sible. 
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With such a body, if there be one, we have nothing to do in 
this debate. No living infant ever was or can be in that body. 
That body has no ordinances of any kind. We have to do 
with visible,' local churches that have ordinances. 

2. He affirms that all infants are born in a state of salvation. 

3. He affirms that all infants are born members of the 
church — ^^ God's family," flock, yea, household, church, with- 
out the need of faith or regeneration !" Now I must here im- 
peach him for inveighing against the Articles of his own Dis- 
cipline, that he has sworn on bended knee to his Bishop to 
believe and teach, to^^mind and not mend." His Discipline de- 
fines a church to be " a congregation of faithful men," and 
not these alone, but in this congregation of believers "the 
pure word of God must not only be preached," but "the sac- 
raments, baptism and the Supper duly administered." 

Eld. Ditzler affirms that infants are born pure, free from 
the guilt and consequences of original sin — ^in a saved state, but 
the Vn Article of his Discipline teaches the very opposite of 
this ; 

vn.— Op OiuaiNAii ob Birth-Sin.— Original Sin standeth not in the 
following of Adam (as the Pelagians do vainly talk), hut it is the corrup- 
tion of the nature of every man, that naturally is engendered of the off- 
spring of Adam, wherehy man is very far gone from original righteous- # 
ness, and of his own nature inclined to evil, and that continually. 

Elder Ditzler affirms that infants are born into the church, 
while the whole office for baptism in the Discipline proceeds 
on the doctrine that by baptism they are received into the 
church, and without it no infant, any more than adult, can 
enter into the Kingdom of God. I will read a little under 
the head of " Ministration of Baptism to Infants :*' 

" Dearly beloved, forasmuch as all men are conceived and bom in sin, 
and that our Savior Christ salth, Except a man be bom of water and of 
the Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God : I beseech you to call 
upon GkKl the Father, through our Lord Jesus Christ, that of his 
bounteous mercy he Mdll grant to this child that which by nature he cannot 
have: that he may be baptized with water and the Holy Ghost, and re- 
ceived into Christ's holy Church, and be a lively member of the same. 
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Then shall the minister say, 
Let us Pray, 

Almighty and everlasting God, we beseech thee for thine infinite mer- 
cies, that thou wilt look upon this child : wash Aim and sanctify him with 
Holy Ghost ; that Ac, being delivered from thy wrath, may be received 
into the ark of Christ's Church." 

Now Elder Ditzler has sprinkled many a babe, and in every 

instance he has told the parents of it, that they by the act of 

baptism caused their infant to be introduced into the church. 

I read on page 20& : 

" Then* the minister addressing the parents, or others presenting the 
child, 8?Kzll say, *In causing tiiis child to be brought by baptism into 
THE Chxjbch op Christ,' " etc. 

Thus we see in the very outstart, Elder Ditzler takes posi- 
tions utterly subversive of the articles and of the ritual of his 
Discipline and his church ! Now I want you all to notice this. 
Elder Ditzler came here to maintain and prove that infant 
baptism as practiced by his church, is authorized by the Word 
of God, and in his very first speech, he has affirmed that the 
teachings of his Discipline are not sustained by the Word of 
God!! 

Has he not made a bad start ? He has openly repudiated the 
teachings of his Discipline! Which will Methodists hold to, 
their Discipline or Eld. Ditzler? One or the other mv^t be 
' repudiated. 

I do not know that I understood Eld. Ditzler's position in 
his first speech, if I did, he affirmed that the Jewish Synagogue 
in the Old Testament was identical with the Church of Christ 
in the New! While this has no support ip the Bible, and can 
find no favor in a Christian's mind, it is exceedingly fatal to 
his cause for there never was a Synagogue that had iniant 
members in it. 

He has thus far confounded the "church invisible" with 
the visible^ the Jewish nation with the Christian church and 
the Jewish Synagogue with the Christian church, and finally 
the world at large with the church. He quoted to prove that 
there are sinners in the church. "Let both grow together," etc. 
Christ distinctly said that "the field was the world" and not 
the Church in which the tares- Were to grow. 
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He strongly deprecated, in his first speech, quoting the 
authorities of eminent scholars to support our position, and 
twice before he closed, he quoted a list of Pedobaptist authors 
to support Pedobaptist views ! Of what weight are such in- 
terested witnesses, in their own cause ? When I quote author- 
ities, they will be his own witnesses^ testifying to the unscriptural- 
ness and untenableness of his positions, and I shall have a 
large use for these. When an advocate can win his case at 
law by the witnesses of the opposing party, it is a proof that he 
has a very clear case. Elder Ditzler will use only interested 
witnesses — men on the same side with himself, and I shall 
overthrow his positions by the testimony of his own witnesses 
alone. 

Elder Ditzler has occupied a large amount of his time, so 
far, in proving that there was a goodly number of Christians 
in every age, from Abel down. I wish to state again, that I 
do not deny this glorious fact, but that I do assert that they 
were not separated from others by any visible organization or 
ordinances — this is the simple issue. The Jewish nation nor 
local synagogue, was composed of the professedly regenerate. 

Let it be borne in mind, that Elder Ditzler holds and 
teaches that Hebrews xi. 25 : " To the General Assembly and 
Church of the first born," refers to the church invisible, the 
aggregate number of the saved in all ages. The Word of 
God is directly against this, as I will prove, when I come to 
examine the true relation of the Jewish Commonwealth to the 
visible church of Christ — but bear this in mind. He affirms 
in his first speech, that the church was developed out of God's 
Covenant of Redemption, etc. Will he state explicitly when 
and to whom, and where the Covenant of Grace or Redemp- 
tion was first announced, and so announced as to bring the 
church into existence. 

Another large part of his two speeches refers to matters tl^at 
belong to the next dispensation, and have no reference whfit- 
ever to this — to the future return of the Jews to their own 
land, to the second coming of Christ, to the setting up of the 
Royal House of David, with David's divine son and Lord ui-cn 
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his throne forever, and strange to say, quotes these events as the 
re-establishing of the Christian church during the present Gos- 
pel dispensation ! He evidently has no clear conception of the 
significaney of most of the passages he has quoted, for he inter- 
mixes, confuses and confounds them to the bewilderment 
of his people. 

In the regular course of my explication, I will explain the 
covenant made with David, and then all can see what is meant 
by building again the tabernacle of David that is feUen down- 
not the church of Christ in any sense. Before replying further 
I respectfully ask him to explain definitely, what he means by 
these terms : 

1. The remnant that shall return. 

2. The good Olive tree, what he claims it represents — 

3. The root of this tree. 

4. The branches of it. 

5. The wild Olive tree represents whom ? 

I think it is his duty to explain what he means by the terms 
he uses, and whenever he does, I will reply. 

Argument and Explication. 

I closed my last speech by asking where his church, the 
first Christian model church, w;a8 developed. I could find 
nothing like it in Eden, nor even in the family of Abel, nor 
in the Ark, nor yet in the families of Abraham, Isaac or 
Jacob, nor in i^Jgypt. Where are we to look for it ? The 
Jewish church — ^the Jewish church is the place, and the thing 
we hear on every hand. ' 

How much the Elder — how much Pedobaptists for the past 
200 years have made of the Jewish Church! But, alas ! as it is 
about sprinkling and the grounds of Infant Baptism, they 
cannot agree among themselves when it commenced ! The 
majority of writers, and Presbyterians generally, maintain that 
it was constituted in connection with the Covenant of Grace, 
that was made with Abraham, ratified by the Seal of Cir- 
88 
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cumcision. Bat my learned friend declares, before Abra- 
ham's day it was, being 1000 years before Circumcision ! 
Others still contend that it commenced with Moses at Si»ai. 

As T have abundantly refuted my opponent's theory, and 
with it his whole argument, I will briefly state and notice 
these also, since it is this proposition, by whomsoever held, 
upon whatsoever ground, I wish to disprove. 

That this Covenant with Abraham is by the most eminent 
Pedobaptists believed and held and put forth as their only 
real ground to justify Infant Baptism, let me read the state- 
ments of a few of their brightest lights. Dr. Wardlaw, of 
England, says: 

" We state our argument thus : Before the coming of Christ the Cov- 
enant of Grace had been revealed, [i. e., to Abraham] ; and in that Cov- 
enant there existed a Divinely instituted connection between children and 
their parents; the sign and seal of the Uessings of the Covenant was, by 
Divine appointment administered to children ; and there can be product 
no satisfactory evidence of this connection having been done away." — 
Inft. Bap. p. 20. 

Here God's Covenant with Abraham and his seed is re- 
garded as " The Covenant of Grace,,' which is the everlast- 
ing Covenant of Redemption. 

All Pedobaptists who believe the church was constituted 
by the covenant made with Abraham agree with Dr. Wardlaw 
that the Covenant of Circumcision is the everlasting Covenant 
of Grace. This is their first and fatal error as I will show 
when I explain the Covenants and the law. This egregious 
error is the main strength of infant baptism! Upon this bank 
of fog the entire argument to support it is founded. 

The great Dr. Wilson of England, Presb^erian, in his 

work on Infant Baptism, and the setting up of the church, 

says: 

^'Itisupon the constitution and membership of that church under the 
immediate sux>erintendence of the author of this covenant [Abrahamic] 

that THE ABGUMENT FOR INFANT BAPTISM IS ENTIRELY FOUNDED." 

The great Dr. Chalmers declared that the main strength of 
Infant Baptism lies in the Covenant of Circumcision. 

Prof. A. A. Hodge of Princeton, New Jersey, in his outlines 
of Theology, says : 
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'"The church is aa outward visible society of professors, He establishes 
them by the covenant he made with Abraham.'' 

With these agree the most eminent Pedobaptist Theolo- 
gians and Commentators. Let us examine the claim made 
for his church, and learn who may be members of it, and how 
initiated. 

The covenant of which circumcision afterwards became the 
visible token, was made with Abraham when he was an idol- 
ater, as his fathers were, living beyond the river Euphrates — 
see Gen. 12th chapter. 

If it did constitute his family into a Christian Church, the 
first and model church, then it was composed erdirdy of idolaters; 
and as for Abraham's family, there were no infants, not 
even children in it — 

Eld. Ditzler urges that he was here called out trom among 
the wicked and separated rnito God, as the church is said to 
be called out from the world, etc. How could he have been 
separated from the wicked by this mere change of locality, 
and when he went forth among a people as idolatrous and 
more wicked than the family of Terah and the Chaldeans 
around him? This call was the simple segregation of Abra- 
ham's family from his father's family for God's own particular 
purpose. I will examine this matter further in my next. I 
want to give him something definite to do, and therefore pre- 
sent my direct refutation. 

Refutation. 

Abg. V. (1.) PoBitive ordinances or institutions of Christianity require 
in all cases, positive commands. 

(2.) The baptism of unconscious infants which is a positive ordinance, 
is nowhere commanded in the word of God. 

If Infant Baptism is anywhere expressly commanded in the 
word, let Mr. Bitzler produce the passage. But he has im- 
pliedly confessed, as has the Committee of his church, that 
there exists no such command, for they steadfastly refused to 
accept a proposition, affirming that it was commanded. If 
they knew of such a command would they have refused to 
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have affirmed it? And Pedobaptists invariably in all discus- 
sions refuse to affirm that Infant Baptism was commanded by 
Christ, or that the Bible contains a solitary precept for it. 

(3.) Therefore Infant Baptism is not an institution of Christianity. 
But I wiU buttress this by another. 

Arg. VI. (1). That rite or ordinance is evidently not an institution of 
Christianity but a hiunan tradition of which confessedly by all, no dear 
example can be found in the word of Gtod. 

(2). But there can be no clear example of Infant Baptism foimd in the 
word of God. 

The proof of this is, 1. From the first introduction of the 
practice into the world (it never was practiced by a Church of 
Christ) in the fourth or fifth century until now, its supporters 
, have been challenged to produce an example and they have 
frankly confessed that they could not, because it was not in 
the Word. 

(3) . Ergo, Infant Baptism is evidently not an institution of Christianity 
but a hurrum tradition. 

Couple these two arguments into one. 

Abg. VII. (1). That ordinance which no express command for, or un- 
doubted example of, can l)e found in the New Testament or Bible, is evi- 
dently not of God but a human tradition. 

(2). But there can be neither an express commandfor, nor an undoubted 
example of. Infant Baptism, found in the word of God, and of course not 
in the New Testament. 

(3). Ergo — Infant Baptism is not of Gk)d, but a human tradition. 

The practice, therefore, hangs upon the second of these two 

propositions, and I support it with this argument. 

Abg. Vm. (1). If there was one precept for, or example of, Infant 
Baptism in the Bible, the supporters of the practice could and would have 
found it in the course of 1400 years, and the most distinguished scholars 
and advocates would not frankly admit there was neither. 

(2). But they have not found the precept or the example, and their 
standard scholars and advocates, frankly admit that neither the one nor 
the other can be found in the Word, of Gk)d. 

Ergo—(S). The Word does not contain either precept for, or example of. 
Infant Baptism, 

Let me here submit sufficient proofs to sustain my minor. 

LuTHEB.— "It cannot be proved by the sacred Scripture that infant bap- 
tism was instituted by Christ."— In A. R.»s Vanity of Lif.Bap., part li, p.8. 
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Ebasmus. "Paul doics not seem in Bom. vi, 4 to treat about infants. 
... It was not yet the custom for infants to be baptized.'' — Anno, on 
Bom. V, 14. 

Calvin. — "Because Christ requires teaching before baptizing, and will 
have believers only admitted to baptism, baptism does not seem to be 
rightly administered, except faith precede." — ^In Wallaceon Chr. Bap, p. 52. 

LiMBOBCH. — "There is no express command for it in Scripture ; nay, all 
those passages wherein baptism is commanded, do immediately relate to 
adult persons, since they are ordered to be instructed, and &ith is pre- 
requisite as a necessary qualification. . . '. There is no instance that 
can be produced, from whence it may indisputably be inferred, that any 
child was baptized by the Apostles." — Com. Sya. of Di\,^ b. v, c. xxii, § 2. 

Bp. Burnet. — "There is no express precept, or rule, given in the New 
Testament for the Baptism of infants." — Expo, of 39 Art, Art xxvii. 

Dp. M. StuArt. — "Commands, or plain and certain examples, in the 
New Testament relative to it, I do not find." — On Baptism^ p. 201. 

B. Montgomeby. — "Scripture makes no direct and authoritative refer- 
ence to infant baptism at all. It cannot be shown that Scripture gives 
any open, plain, and decisive precept to baptize infants" {The Gospel, in 
Advance, &C., p. 402.) 

Abg. IX. (1). If none are to be baptized by the authority of the G^at 
Commission, Matt 28, which is the only law of baptism, but such as are 
made disciples by being taught, 

(2). Then, as unconscious infants are incapable of being taught, 

(3). They ought not to be baptized. 

That none are authorized to be baptized by the authority 
of the Great Commission, but such, etc., is proved by both 
the command itself and every example recorded in the New 
Testament. 

It is also supported by the most eminent Pedobaptist com- 
mentators themselves : 

Doddridge. — " I think that illumination, as well as regeneration, in 
the most important and Scriptural sense of the words, regularly, precedes 
the administration of the ordinance of baptism. — [T^me out 
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DR. DITZLER'S THIRD SPEECH. 

Gentlemen Moderators : — As I have in>all the argument I 
want now or need, till I take up another point, (and I need no 
more at all — my proposition is put beyond all hope of suc- 
cessful attack and Dr. Graves realizes that fully) there is only 
one thing we have to do — hurl back the attacks of the opposi- 
tion. We have and hold possession of the field. All we need to 
do is, hold on to the fort He wished to confine it to the New 
Testament. O, yes; but — how mv^h of the New Testament did 
HE quote in his first hour's speech on Mode ? Not one Utter — not 
one sentence in a whole hour's speech ! ! Think of the change 
that has so very suddenly come over the spirit of his dreams ! 
How can the economies-^he principles of divine government be under- 
stood without studying God's lawsj his established processes of gov- 
ernment f What Supreme Judge would even attempt a decision 
where most ordinary rights are involved without going into the 
constitution and fundamental laws that had given rise to all 
subsequent institutions, laws and Government? When es- 
pecially all the law terms were in long use — all the phraseolo- 
gy, and still the same people are the only subjects as yet, and the 
same law-giver speaking ? Is it not wonderfully strange that 
man can be so blinded by prejudices as not to see such plain 
principles and facts? Does not Paul tell us, 2 Tim. iii, 15-17 
that all Scripture is given by inspiration, yea, and -^'/s yrq^teAfe 
for doctrine^ for instruction in righteousness, etc." What Scrip- 
ture was this that Timothy had learned when (brephae) a babe, 
a child ? Not a word of the Neic Testament then existed. It was 
the Old' Yet the last letter Paul ever wrote tells us it is prof- 
itable for doctrine and instruction, etc. So, "the Bereans are 
commended by the Apostles for searching and seeing wheth- 
er what the Apostles preached was so or not. Not a word of the 
New Testament did they have. But Apostolic practice tallied ex-' 
actly with the Scriptures which daily they searched. Thus all 
legal rights, all common sense, and all Scripture teaching tell 
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us to do as we have done — harmonize the action of deity and 
study his government and word to know the truth. On aU 
else — atonement, pardon, (justification) redemption, divinity ot 
Christ — all go to the Old Testament, but on Infant Baptism — on 
just this one question, cut up the Bible and let us begin in the 
middle of things — not as in all else — ^at the beginning ! He 
says "the church was founded on circumcision." We will 
simply say it is not so — ^he gave not a word of proof — and I defer 
my examination of that to my next speech. 

He reads from certain works and asserts that we baptize in- 
fants as a means of grace to them ! He knows we never did so. 
He knows he puts ou those words an interpretation they are 
not intended by us to have. 

By "means of grace" both Baptists and Pedobaptists in all 
such cases mean, aids, helps in duty, that in all cases where we 
pray, take the Lord's supper, be baptized, contemplating adults 
in all these cases and only them,al^ he well knows, the parties so 
"using the means of grace" are aided, strengthened and estab- 
lished in the faith, and enjoy the pleasant consciousness of doing 
their duty, while God works within. These writers are not 
presuming that enemies are lurking in the bushes always ready 
to torture their honest words, garble their sentences, and mar 
their meanings. 

He says the sign represents a lie in the infant; if baptism is 
a sign, there is nothing in the infant it can represent. 

1. We know circumcision was a sign of the circumcision of 
the heart. Gen. xvii, 11, with Rom. iv; 11, 28, 29; Col. ii,ll. 
Yet it was administered to infants at eight days old. We 
have God^s word for aU of that, 

2. Circumcision was constantly appealed to — used as sym- 
bolic of loving God with a pure heart. Deut. x, 16 ; Jer, ix, 
26 ; iv, 45 ; Lev. xxvi, 41 ; Ezek. xliv, 8-10 ; Acts vii, 61 ; 
Phil, iii, 3; Jer. ix, 25, 26. Hence to "circumcise your hearts 
to love the Lord thy God" was a favorite expression. Yet it 
was administered at eight days old. 

3. We assert it does properly represent what the infant has. 
Primarily water represents Hnnocence^^ the world over, and in 
the Bible. David — "I will wash, my hands in inuocenoe," 
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Pilate washed his hands — I am free from the blood — innocent 
of the blood of Christ. This use will not be questioned, we 
presume. ISTow though inheriting a depraved nature, no in- 
fant is guilty before God or man. He is not a sinner. He is 
innocent. Now we as transgressors, sinners, have to have the 
Spirit to regenerate us to make us as innocent as the babe and 
fit for heaven. Hence the water symbolizes to us, then, most 
properly the pouring of the Spirit upon us by which, through 
regeneration, we are made innocent before God — the merit of 
the blood is applied, and all guilt taken away. As the child 
grows to maturity his baptism, yea, whenever he sees water 
used, or falling from he^-ven, or drinks the pure and refreshing 
element, ought to be reminded of the water of life — the Spirit 
of grace and supplication. Thus it is to him {sperotama) the 
pledge, the answer, ^Hhe stipulation" as Peter calls it — 1. Peter, i, 
23 — of a good conscience. So this objection fails in three 
ways, is triply answered, overthrown. 

Baptism, he says — "Christian baptism constitutes the essen- 
tial diferentia." We will see that in our next speech and down 

it will go. 

He says the national Israel was a type of the church — only a 
type of the spiritual Israel." "Well, now : 

1. What part was type f They had baptism— of what was it 
a type? They had circumcision — itself a sign, a token, a seal. 
Of what was it a type in the New Testament church ? By the 
gentleman's position, these things were all types of types — these 
last were types of something in the New Testament church ! ! 

Now 2. There must be a just correspondence between 
shadow and substance — between type and anti-type. They 
must correspond to a nioety in all essential points. One may 
fall far below the other in power, force, extent. A Sabbath- 
day may represent eternal rest. A bit of bread or wine repre- 
sent the body and blood of Jesus. But there is a truth as the 
basis of the typical use of the one and the other. If, then, the 
Jewish Israel did not even require purity — require and provide 
for a pure or spiritual membership, it is a miserable type of 
the church. You fail again. Moreover — no proof at all was 
offered that it was the type. We deny it utterly. 
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He asks us — what was the " remnant ? " We demonstrated 
what it was. Paul told us most emphatically. He asks : Was 
the olive tree Abraham or Christ ? Paul tells us it was *• the 
remnant." That all unbelieving Jews "fell," "stumbled," 
" were rejected," " were broken oft'," " were cast away," " were 
cast out,'' as children of the bondwoman, clinging to the law 
of commandments contained in ordinances. Gal. iv. 30; 
Rom. xi. 15, 16, 17, 19, 20; Eph. iil6. Now, out of what were 
unbelievers cast — from what were they broken off" by reject- 
ing Christ ? Whatever it was — all who believe — all who 
accept Christ are grafted into the olive from which these were 
ejected. But are we not incorporated into his church in this 
process ? Of course we are. That tells most plainly what it 
means. 

But he asks is it Christ or Abraham ? What does he mean 
by that? Simply smoke. Suppose it mean Christ? Is he 
not the head of the church? Col. i. 18, 24; Eph. i. 21, 22; 
ch. iv. 13-16. If we be in him as the vine — baptized into the 
one body, "which is Chrisf — 1. Cor., xii. 12, 13, are we not 
in his church ? If we are spiritually Abraham's seed, is it not 
the same? You can clearly see the whole aim of my worthy 
opponent here is dust — smoke. * 

Alas! now, the Doctor goes into "syllogisms" heavily. And 
what silly ones they are — me! Take the one I first caught. 
There must be a positive command to you else you are not 
under obligation to obey. No such positive command exists 
as to infants. Therefore, it is wrong — does not follow. As 
Burns says: 

" Ah, do Ilive to see it? »» 

Now 1. There is no positive command in the Bible to any 
of us — to any of you— to be baptized ! The sole — the only 
command we have is given to the administrator of baptism 
— not to any subject at all. And our reception of it is purely 
an inference of duty. As the apostles are commanded to 
"go, disciple all the nations, baptizing them," we (1) infer it is 
perpetual — to descend through all ages, as he promised so to 
be with them always. 

2. We infer our duty to submit to baptism from the fact 
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of the Apostles being so commanded. Thus we see how rash is 
his position and how defective his so-called syllogism. 

He says " No baptism — no church !" But the Jews baptized 
— were all baptized. We will notice that in our neont speech 
in full. 

But he states that the kingdom of God is the church. It 
takes every visible church on earth to make up the kingdom 
of God." That is the best truth the Doctor has uttered during 
this debate. Keep on there and you are bound to get all ri^ht. 
Now this kingdom is spoken of in David's day often, Ps. cxlv. 
11, 12; xi, 7, 8, in Daniel vi. and often. It was familiar to the 
Jews when Christ came — in every mouth. You will not deny 
this. See Actsi. 6; Luke xi. 16; Matt. vi. 3, 10, etc. Again, 
Matt. xxi. 43, " Therefore I say unto you, [Jews] the kingdom 
[you say churchli shall be taken from you and given [leased outy'] 
it reads in the Greek — let out^ to a nation [Gentiles] bringing 
forth the fruits thereof" Here Christ tells the Jews plainly 
the kingdom they had always had — compared to having the 
use of a vineyard — so the ancient Prophet said of it also — 
should be taken from them. This shows former possession — 
possession implied existence of course. 

Nay, the same was to be given to the Gentiles. So we saw 
from Gal. v. 30 ; Rom. xi. etc. The Doctor says this kingdom 
was the church. All Baptists and " Disciples" have so taught. 
So this shows the true spiritual church had existed — ^was not 
destroyed — was let out to Gentiles and all on a common level. 

He says I said there was no carnal ordinance in the times 
before Abraham. I never talk so carelessly. If the Doctor 
will watch he will find that I am very careful always as to what 
I say. All I said is true, viz : that ttiere was no record of any 
command for an ordinance or ritualistic ceremony till circum- 
cision. Of course we all know of Noah's altar, Abel's sacri- 
fice and Cain's offering. What has that to do with a recorded 
command for a regular ordinance? There is no recorded com- 
mand about any of these cases. Nor do they rank as regular 
ritualistic ordinances to be performed like circumcision, bap- 
tism, etc. 
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But worse and more of it ! Because Paul looks on the whole 
church as a unit — as a whole — one, just as Rom. v, and I Cor. 
XV. 18-25, etc., he treats the whole human race as a unity from a 
certain stand-point, and catalogues the representatives of the 
various ages of the church by such men as Abel, Enoch, Eli- 
jah, Abraham, Moses, etc. Dr. Graves lets himself down to 
the LITTLE twaddle of a " Disciple" preacher we heard use that 
ridiculous conceit and tells us Cain killed Abely therefore he killed 
the church ! ! Has Dr. G. so abandoned all hope — has he so 
despaired of rallying that he can thus come down ? Surely it 
is humiliating. Here Dr. G. 1, Makes the church consist 
ALONE in t?ie persons of its individuals, and then in visible, organ- 
ized form. By this rule, were all Christians disbanded — scat- 
tered abroad — there would exist no* church of God because 
no organized form of it is seen, and it cannot be reinstated 

a'*ain. 

(^ 

2. It assumes that Abel was the only good man or being then 
living, whereas Paul only gives one in most of the ages he 
represents. This is ad captandum, of the most astonishing 
character. 

3. He utterly ignores the point we made, viz: that the 
church is one, covering all ages, all climes^ all dispensations. 
Hence the death of this or that member affects not its exist- 
ence. It exists in Heaven and earth, in all ages, composed of 
all God's people, as we showed. Heb. xii, 24; Eph. iii, 13, 14. 
Hence, if all the members on earth ivere to perish, the church of 
Grod lives on in its membership on high — its Head — Jesus 
Christ, and its saving principles. The moment any number 
of beings embraced Christ, the Head, received the Spirit, they 
are apart of the one church. 

This is the Bible view, but not Dr. Graves*. He denies 
that the covenant was made with Abraham. God said it was 
between Him and Abraham. Gen. xvii, 2: "I will make my 
covenant between me and thee.'' " Behold my covenant is with 
thee," V, 4. " I will establish my covenant between me and 
thee," V, 7. 

But, suppose it were not so, what has that to do here? It 
is one of the Doctor's wild theories that he runs in on prac- 
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tical questions, that have no place here. The point is, the 
church developed out of God's covenant of redemption^ any num- 
ber or numbers of the people saved by the provisions of that 
covenant could worship together, and they would constitute a 
visible church, a local congregation, forming a part of God's 
spiritual family — spiritual church. All spirituality comes 
through God's covenant of redemption — all salvation. Hence 
we say the church developed out ot it, first the spiritual family, 
which is essentially awtZ/ore2;£r one. In any age or country any 
number of these co-operating together form a local church, a 
visible body. That is what we mean by visible church. As 
Dr. Graves occupies both positions on the visible — invisible 
question, I know not just where he stands to-day. He is on 
both sides really* I hope he will settle yet. 

Th-s Doctor spent fifteen minutes of his hour's speech on the 
ioriner proposition, exhibiting great soreness on it. He has 
been worrying himself over Mary's feet being baptized. It was 
Christ's feet baptized by Mary, Doctor. The Doctor is so con- 
fused that he hardly knows Mary from Christ, he is very wild. 
Ewing would be good company just now — boon companions. 

Alas ! he got oft' on logic again. And such logic! There 
was not a strictly logical proposition in anything he said^ not a 
single correct syllogism. Hence it deserves no attention. 
What logic is there in such stuft* as this ? Such and such 
commentators, A., B., C., & D., say there is no express com- 
mand, or no authority to baptize infants. Pedobaptists dq 
baptize them, therefore it is wrong ! ! And do you call this 
logic' Then let me follow suit. A., B., C., & D., say that 
the Baptist church is no church. Being no church it is 
wrong to baptize, etc, therefore, they do wrong, etc., etc. 

Take Mill, Whateley, Aristotle, etc., and run their text- 
books on logic through a threshing machine, and the scraps 
would be as good logic quite, as all that. 

The Doctor rails out that all the Jews, the whole band of 
them, come into the church under my principles. That all 
depends on whether they repent, believe, and thus receive 
Christ. They must be ^^ Jews inwardly." "They must eat 
spiritual meat, and drink spiritual drink." " They must drink 



Infant Baptism. 621 

of the spiritual rock, Christ." 1 Cor. x, 2, 3, " They must 
esteem the reproach of Christ great riches," as did the old 
Jew, Moses, Heb. xi, 24, 26. All others are "rejected." So 
we elaborately and clearly explained. 

The Doctor confounds as his brethren always do, coverumt 
and church A covenant is one thing, a compact, agreement, 
or stipulation ; a church is another, being composed of people. 

He tells us circumcision was done away. It is yet to 
be observed in some great millennial vision of his. Well, 
well. That will do. Peter thought it was a burden neither 
they nor their fathers could bear. So did Paul. He indeed 
thought if ye be circumcised you became debtor to the whole 
law, and Christ became of no eftect, Gal. v, 2, 3, 4. It seems 
they were as blind as we Pedobabtists, however. It is even 
to be one of the glories of the millennium!! Well, all right; 
it don't hurt my position any only it looks a little funny. 

Dr. Graves is hard to accommodate. He is now astonished 
I should get through so soon. But he was astonished Satur- 
day that I " tarried so long." He thought fifteen minutes 
were enough then, now, two days are short enough. Verily 
he can't be accommodated. Now who but myself ever took a 
whole hour and a half on one single phase of this subject? 

He would have you believe I run through in hot haste as if 
tire.d of the subject, when he knows I dwelt jJye times as long 
on the oneness of the church as any man in debate in the 
whole history of debates ever did, save myself. I know that 
this is our strong position — that they can never touch it and 
three-fourths of all we will have to say will still be in defense 
of this position. Some contend over little outside issues — some 
on the number of covenants made — confuse the people, end- 
lessly. A world of dust can be blown up there, and hence the 
usual flourish of the covenants. We plant ourselves on the 
Oneness of the Covenant of Redemption — no one saved 
EXCEPT THROUGH IT — and Consequently, the Oneness of the 
Church whose Head was and is Jesus Cftm^^whose salvation 
was through the covenant of redemption, not the covenant at 
Sinai for a moment. 

Once more and constantly v7Q call your attention to our points. 
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1. We have met every point he his made, save we deferred 
two or three till next speech — points easily met. We have 
rolled back every objection he brought. 

2. He has not met a single point we made— no, not a point. 

Ist We showed there was a church long before Christ 
came in the flesh. 

2nd. That it was spiritual — Ist. in its doctrines and princi- 
ples. 2d. in its symbolic ordinances — circumcision and baptism. 

3d. That Infants were in it — this Carson, Gale, A. Campbell 
all admit. 

4. That Infants received its symbolic ordinances— circum- 
cism and baptism. 

They demand chapter and verse for all. We gave it. Now we 
demand the same. Let him show clearly, unmistakably — 

1. Where the old church was done awav. 

2. Reconcile this with God's government. 

3. Reconcile it with the prophecies of perpetuity everywhere 
given to that church, quoted by us in our two opening speeches; 
he has not dared attempt it. 

4. Let him show when and where the new church was 
organized ; then, 

5. Let him reconcile that with all the texts we quoted 
against its possibility, such as Matt. xxi. 43, 

6. Let him show that it is on such radically diflferent prin- 
ciples that the infants are all legislated out, that God discovered 
his wisdom was at fault, his economy wrong, and he improved 
it. — Timeout'] 
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DR. GRAVES' THIRD REPLY. 

Replioatidfi. 

Mr, Prusidbnt : — ^It i& incumbent on me to follow where- 
ever my opponent sees fit to lead. But I am compelled to put 
my protest on record. He persistently refuses to define his 
terms. He has not defined what he understands to be a visi- 
ble church, nor will he endorse the definition contained in the 
article .of his Discipline. He continues to confound what 
theologians call the invisible church, in which there never 
was, or can be a living infant, or unregenerate person, with 
the visible body that possesses an organization, laws and ordi- 
nances. I will now ask him, in your hearing, can there be a 
visible church of Christ without a definite organization, laws 
and ordinances ? I know not what he will answer ; he may, 
say that these do not constitute a church, but the point is, can 
there be a Christian church without them ? Never heard of 
any sane man who would claim that there ever was, or can be. 
His Discipline says there must be sacraments duly administered 
where there is a church. Dr. IS. Rice, (Presbyterian) says, 
without baptism, there 6an be no church — all standard theolo- 
gians agree with him. It then follows, conclusively, that there 
was no Christian church in the Old Testament Dispensation. 

He quotes Hebrews xii. 1, 2, in proof that those witnesses 
referred to, constituted a visible church. Paul referred to 
those worthies, naming one or two in each age, as witnesses 
of the faithfulness of God. 

He answers that, " the good olive tree is the church — ^tLo 
remnant preserved." This is too indefinite for an answer. 
Will he answer this: Is the olive tree the visible Christian 
church, which Christ set up, and into which all Gentiles could 
be grafted by faith, or merely the invisible church, " the whole 
number of the saved among the Jews, in all ages?" I want 
an answer, and then will attend to this, and show you how 
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fatal to infant membership this passage is, for, if he says it 
was the church before Christ, in the wilderness, none could be 
members except they had faith. Those without it were 
broken oft^— those who stood in it, stood by faith, and all those 
who were introduced were grafted in by faith — whatever body 
this was — ^it was indeed a body of faithful men — no infants in it. 

To prove the identity of the Christian with the Jewish 
nation, he strangely enough introduces the allegory of Sarah and 
Hagar, Gal. iv. 31, the very strongest and clearest Scripture, 
taken in connection with Hebrews xii. 18-29, that can be 
produced, or that need be to prove the contrary. Elder Ditzler 
denies that the Jewish Commonwealth, or the literal Kingdom 
of Israel is typical of anything, much less of the Kingdom of 
Christ. Paul teaches differently. 

Hagar personating the Sinaitic Covenant, represented the 
literal and fleshly descendants of Abraham, as incorporated by 
that covenant into the Jewish nation — temporal Israel, a body 
of men naturally born, aslshmael was, of whom the Jerusalem 
below was their capital city in which they were all registered. 
Sarah was a figure of the Gospel church under the adminis- 
tration of the new covenant ; and Isaac, a son of promise super- 
naturally born, was a figure of those who composed this church 
each one born from above — supernaturally born. I present 
the teachings of Adam Clarke upon this subject, the acknowl- 
edged exponent of all true Methodists. 

^^For these are the two covenants ] These signify two diflferent systems of 
religion ; the one by Moses^ the other by the Messiah. 

^^The one from the mount Sinai^ On which the law was published ; which 
was typified by Hagar ^ Abraham^s bondmaid. 

^^ Which gender eth to bondage"] For, as the bondmaid^ or «/ai?e, could only 
gender y bring forth her children in a state cf slavery] and subject also to become 
slaves; so all that are bom and live under those Mosaic institutions, are 
bom and live in a state of bondage; a bondage to various rites and ceremo- 
nies ; under the obligation to keep the whole law ; yet, from its severity, and 
their frailness, obliged to live in the habitual breach of it ; and, in conse- 
quence, exposed to the curse which it pronounces. 

^^Answereth to Jerusalem'] Hagar the bondmaid, bringing forth children 
in a state of slavery, answereth to Jerusalem^ that now is, sustoichei, points out 
or bears a similitude to Jerusalem in her present state of subjection ; which, 
with her children, her citizens are not only in bondage to the Romans, but in a 
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worse bondage to the law, to its oppressive ordinances^ and to the heavy 
ourse which it has pronounced against all those who do not keep them '' 

"/«^«e, vfhich is the mother of ue all,"] There is a spiritual Jerusaleni, of 
which this is the type; and this Jerusalem, in which the souls of all the 
righteous are, is firee from all bondage and sin; or by this, probably the 
kingdom of- the Messiah was intended ; and this certainly answers best to 
the apostle's meaning, as the subsequent verse shows There is an earthly 
Jerusalem^ hut this earthly Jerusalem typifies a heavenly Jerusalem : the former 
with all her eitizena^ is in bondage; the latter is afree eity^ and all her inhab- 
itants are also and this Jerusalem is our mother ; it signifies the church of 
Christy the metropolis of Christianity^ or rather the state of liberty into which 
all true believers are brought. '^ 

Now Ishmael represents .in this allegory, all merely natur- 
ally born persons, the infanta of all^ they are carnal^ generated 
children of wrath, until re-generated by the Holy Spirit, and 
what saith the Scriptures. Cast out the bondwoman and her 
eon, cast out of the Gospel church what they represent — purge 
away all Judaism and its fleshly claims and laws — reject all 
merely naturally-born infants, for these by reason of their 
first birth cannot and shall not heir with the son of the free 
woman or the regenerate, the children of God by faith in 
Christ. 

He has asked for an express law to put infants out. Here 
is a positive command not to admit the infant of any one, Jew 
or Gentile, saint or sinner, into the church of the New Testa- 
ment. Cast thbm all out, is the language of the Holy Ghost 
which all men will do well to heed, natural infants shall 
not enjoy church privileges with the children of God. 

All can see that the Apostle Paul knew and acknowledged 
no organization, no body of men under the Jewish Dispensa- 
tion of the Covenant that God made with Abraham, that was 
identical with the church of the Gospel Dispensation, and we 
should recognize none — to do so is to Judaize Christianity. 

Hebrews xii. 

.1 will, in connection with this, explain Hebrews xii, which 

my opponent most strangely perverted, claiming that it referred 

to the " Church invisible," " the whole number of the saved 

in all ages." Instead of referring to such a body or to the 

Saints under the Jewish Dispensation or any number of them, 

the passage expressly refers to the Gospel Church as the anti- 
89 
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type of the Jews as a Nation, and while under the Sinaitic Cov- 
enant — the Law. I know of no Scripture that is more generally 
or more grossly mistaught than this, unless it is Matt. xi. 12. 
In giving the true explication of this one passage, it will be a 
perfect refutation of all he has advanced to support his cause. 
I will give a running exegesis of the entire passage. 

Verse 18. For ye are not come unto the mount that might be 
touchedy etc.; to B^jmlpahUy material mountain, like Mt. Siuai^- 
to which the literal Jews were once brought. 

Verse 22. But ye are come unto Zion — even unto the city 
of the living God — the heavenly Jerusalem. The Gospel Church 
is represented constantly under the figure of a City — the city 
of the living God — the city that hath foundations, whose 
builder and maker is God — the Church in her glorified state 
— when she has become the Lamb's wife is represented by the 
symbol of a City. " And he showed me that ffreat Cityy the 
holy Jerusalem descendincr out of Heaven from God," Rev. 
xxi. 10. 

"J./id to an innumerable company of angels — as compared 
to those by whom the law was given— for all the angels of God 
are called to be ministering spirits, to minister unto the heirs 
of Salvation, and the number saved is to be more than any 
man can number — innumerable. 

Verse 23. To the general assembly y and church of the first born. 
A. Clarke says that some of the best MSS. connect general as- 
sembly to angels and several of the fathers quote it thus, "to 
the general assembly of innumerable angels," and approves 
the rendering. 

"0/ the first boniy protokoony literally of firstborn ones." . Is- 
rael, as a nation, was God's first born. But each member 
of the church, under the Gospel dispensation, being born from 
above and adopted as his child, is joint heir with God's first 
born, and only son. A Scriptural church is composed of first 
born oneSy and the name of every true member is registeried 
in heaven — inscribed in the Lamb's Book of Life — while the 
members of the Jewish nation wer^ registered only in Jeru- 
salem. 

" To Oody the Judge of all" the church of first born ones is a 
company of pardoned sinners, and if truly pardoned, they 
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have been tried and adjudged- worthy of death by the legal 
judge, and by him alone pardoned and set free. God hath 
appointed Christ alone, to be judge, and all must come before 
Him, as a judge, to be tried; either graciously pardoned, or 
condemned to eternal death. Every Christian, therefore, has 
once come unto, been tried, and pardoned by the judge of the 
quick and the dead. And no future judgment awaits such. 

^^And to the Spirits of just men made perfect" — those eac- 
rij&ces under the law and blood of bulls and goats could make 
no one perfect^ but the sacrifice and blood of Christ, which every 
member of a Gospel church comes to, can ; and therefore 
such a church may well be called a company of justified men, 
made perfect by the oftering of Jesus Christ. 

Verse 22. " J.7i^ to Jesus^ the Mediator of the Neio covenant." 
Moses was the mediator of the old covenant, a figure, 
shadow of the real and the eftectual Mediator of the new 
covenant. Every member of the church of first born ones 
is supposed to 'have come to God — not through a mere man, 
but through Jesus. • 

^^.And to the blood of sprinkling thai speaketh better things than 
that of Abel" The Jews under the law came to the sprink- 
ling of the blood of sin ofl^erings, that did not avail to cleanse 
the conscience from its sense of guilt, or the heart from its 
defilements ; but the blood of the everlasting covenant even 
of Jesus, cleanseth from all sin and never loses its efficacy, 
forever putting away the remembrance of sins — and so in- 
finitely better than the blood that Abel offered. 

Verse 27. And this word — yet once more signifieth the removing of 
those things that are shaken as of things that are madCj that those things 
tohich cannot be shaken may remain" The whole Jewish polity 
with the ceremonial law were the things made and temporary, 
which were shaken and soon to be removed, to give place to 
things that cannot be shaken and are never to be removed — 
the visible church and kingdom that are never to be broken 
in pieces or given to another people, but to stand forever. 
Therefore the Apostle could well have said as he does in verse 

28. " Wherefore we^ receiving a kingdom which cannot he moved, 
etc. Now mark, this was not a "Kingdom in the skies" or 
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future to them, but present and one they were then in 
possession of, and so agrees with the expressions throughout 
this passage — they had already come unto Mt. Zion, and to 
the general assembly and church of first born ones. If this 
was the Church triumphant, he would not have said they had 
come to it. 

Every one can see therefore that this church spoken of here 
was something then present and on this earth, the antithesis 
and antitype of the Jewish Commonwealth. So the latest 
critics, as Dean Alford decide. 

So important and conclusive is this passage, that I give with 
the utmost pleasure the comments of Adam Clarke, at length 
on verses 22, 23 and 24 — and most respectfully press them upon 
the attention of my opponent, for cruder views than his upon 
all the passages I have noticed, I have never met with, and 
Methodists should hear their greatest scholar and commentator. 

" On the whole, I think the description in these verses, refers to the state 
of the church here beloWy and not to any heavenly state. Let us review the 
particulars — 

1. As the law was given at Mount Sinai; so the Gospel was given at 
Mount Sion. 

2. As Jerusalem was the city of the Living God, while the Jewish dis- 
pensation lasted ; for there was the temple, its services, sacrifices, &c. the 
Christian Church is now called the heavenly Jerusalem, the city of the Liv- 
ing God. In it is the great Sacrifice ; in it that spiritual worship which 
Gk)d, the infinite Spirit, requires. 

3. The ministry of angels was used under the Old Covenant ; but that was 
partial^ being granted only to particular persons, such as Moses, Joshua, 
Manoah, &c. ; and only to a few before the law, as Abraham, Jacob, Ac. 
It is employed under the New Covenant, in its utmost latitude ; not to a few 
peculiarly favored people, but to all the followers of God in general : so 
that, in this very epistle, the apostle asserts that they are all ministering 
spirits, sent forth to minister to them that shall be heirs of salvation. 

4. At the giving of the law, when the church of the Old Covenant was 
formed, there was a general assembly of the different tribes by their represen- 
tatives : in the Gospel church, aU who believe in Christ, of every nation, 
and kindred, and tongue, form one grand aggregate body. Believers of all 
nations, of all languages, of all climates, however differing in their color, 
or local habits, are one in Christ Jesus ; one body of which. He is the Head, 
and the Holy Spirit the Soul. 

5. The Jirst'bom under the old dispensation had exclusive privileges; 
they had authority, emolument, and honor, of which the other children 
in tiie same family did not partake ; but, under the new, all who believe in 
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Christ Jesus, with a heart unto righteousness, are equally children of God, 
are all entitled to the same privileges, for, says the apostle, ye are all 
children of Qod by faith in Christ ; and to them that receive Him, He 
gave authority to become the children of Qod ; so that, through the whole 
of this Divine &mily, all have equcU righu and' equal privileges; all have 
God for their portion and heaven for their inheritance. 

6. As those who had the rights of citizens were enrolled^ and their names 
entered on tables j ^c, so that it might be known who were citiaens and who 
had the rights of such ; so, all the faithful under the New Covenant are 
represented as having their names written in heaven, which is another 

-form of speech for have a right to that glorious btate, and all the blessings it 
possesses; there^ are their possessions, and there are their rights. 

7. Only the high-priest, and he but one day in the year, was permitted 
to approach Ood, under the Old Testament dispensation : but, under the 
New, every believer in Jesus can come even to the throne; each has liberty 
to enter into the holiest by the blood of Jesus ; and to real Christians alone 
it can be said, Fe are come — to God the judge of all '^ to Him ye have constant 
access, and from Him ye are continually receiving grace upon grace. 

8. We have already seen that the righteous perfect^ or the just men made 
perfect^ is a Jewish phrase, and signified those who had made the furthest- 
advances in moral rectitude. The apostle uses it here to point out those 
in the church of Christ who had received the highest degrees of grace, 
possessed most of the mind of Christ, and were doing and suffering most 
for tiie glory of God ; those who were most deeply acquainted with the 
things of Gknl, and the mysteries of the Gospel, such as the apostles, 
evangelists, the primitive teachers, and those who presided in and over 
different churches. And these are termed the spirits, dikoioon ietelei^omenooh 
of the Just perfected, because they were a spiritual people; forsaking earth, 
and living in reference to that spiritual rest that was typified by Canaan. 
In short all genuine Christians had communion with each other, through 
God's Spirit, and even with those whose faces they had not seen in the 
flesh. 

9. Moses, as the servant of Qod, and Mediator of the Old Cover anty was of 
great consequence in the Levitical economy. By his laws and maxims 
every thing was directed and tried ; and to him the whble Hebitew people 
camie for both their civil ond religious ordinances ; but Christians come to 
Jesus, the Mediator of the New Covenant: He not only stands immedi- 
ately between God and man, but reconciles and connects both. Fom Him 
we receive the Divine law, by His maxims our conversation is to be ruled, 
and He gives both the light and life by which we walk ; these things Mo- 
ses could not do ; and for such spirituality and excellence, the Old Coven- 
ant made no provision ; it was, therefore, a high privilege to be able to say, 
Fe are eonie to Jesus^ the Mediator of the New Covenant, 

10. The Jews had their blood of sprinkling ; but it could not satisfy, as 
touching things which concerned the conscience : it took away no guilt, 
it made no reconciliation to God ; but the blood of sprinkling under the 
Christian covenant purifies from all unrighteousness ; for the blood of the 
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New Covenant was shed for the remission of sins, and by its infinite merits 
it still continues to sprinkle and cleanse the unholy. All these are privi-» 
leges of infinite consequence to the salvation of man ; privUeges, which 
should be highly esteemed and most cautiously guarded ; and because they 
are so great) so necessary, and so unattainable in the Levitical economy, 
therefore we should lay aside every weight, Ac., and run with persever- 
ance the race that is set before us. I see nothing, therefore, in these verses 
which determines their sense to the heavenly state ; all is suited to the 
state of the church of Christ, militant, here on earth : and some of these 
particulars cannot be applied to the church triumphant on any rule of 
construction whatever. 

I will now resume my search for his church in the family 
of Abraham. 

So far as the record informs us, Abraham the head of this 
church was at this time an unbeliever and an unjustified man 
for years after — see. Gen. xv. 6. 

But it does not relieve the matter to claim that the church 
was constituted when circumcision was instituted twentv-five 
years after. I think it would hardly come up to the imperfect 
definition given in my friend's law book — " a body of faith- 
ful men" — nor would the only condition of membership have 
been answered — "a desire to flee the wrath to come," for 
only one of all the number would have met Eld. Ditzler's 
invariable condition — L e., "justified by faith in the Lord Jesus 
Christ, without which, no one ever rightly was, or ever can 
be a member of the church of Christ." Then, Abraham and his 
son Ishmael, now thirteen years old, a wild,unregenerate boy, 
and all Abraham's servants, an army of idolaters, of all ages, 
from the infant to the old man, either born in his house, or 
bought with his money. This is his model. Christian church I 
one Christian to a thousand sinners ? But what were the con- 
ditions of membership in this church ? Not repentance, not 
faith in God — not regeneration of heart, or reformation of life^ 
but it was the faith of one man, a father or master, alone. 
Suppose we grant it was a Christian church, and all Abraham's 
family, wife, sons, and relations, and idolatrous servants, were 
entitled to membership, because he was, what else follows, 
froni this, just as logically as the baptism of an infant eight 
days old? Why 

1. That all children and slaves whose ancestors, however 
remote — though a thousand years ago— were Christians, must 
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be brought in without profession of personal faith or repen- 
tance. This was the law of circumcision. 

Let me bring this home to each. 

A few years ago the institution of slavery was in force with 
us as it was in the patriarchal age, and there were masters 
who owped one thont and slaves. Suppose 'one of these to 
have professed faith in Christ, and offered himself to one of 
Elder Ditzler's societies in Mississippi or Louisiana. The 
Elder, carrying out his theory, would not only receive him to 
membership, but his godless wife and eight or ten wicked 
children of all ages, from eight, days to forty years, but these 
one thousand slaves also, untaught, unbelieving, and not a 
whit better than heathen, who never heard of Christ ! 
What sort of a church would this be? Now each one of the 
embruted slaves would have as good a right to membership in 
the church as the infant of eight days old, if baptism comes in 
the room of circumcision and is governed by the same law. 

But this is not all, nor the worst of it. 

2. This theory would embrace every godless man and 
woman and infant and slave in the county, in the State, in the 
nation — ^in the world and brinar them all into the Church 
without repentance — because one and all had a believing an- 
cestor — if we have to go back to Noah for him. 

Now, following out my illustration. Upon one of the 
neighboring plantations lives a family of unregenerate chil- 
dren, whose father was a believer, and upon another planta- 
tion, another family of godless children, whose grand-parents 
were believers, and upon still another place a family of non- 

• 

professors, one of whose remote ancestors, some one hundred 
years ago, was a believer, and on each of these places were a 
thousand untaught slaves, from eight days to eighty years old. 
According to Eld. Ditzler's theory, all these godless mothers 
and children with their four thousand untaught slaves, must 
be taken into Eld. Ditzler's church, andthe ordinances admin- 
istered to them. What sort of a church would this be? A church 
in which the godless wife and children and all slaves of anj^ 
age, whose masters should profess faith in Christ, must be 
included and granted all its privileges ? 
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1 say this is what this false position demands, and the most 
eminent advocates of Pedobaptism have frankly avowed it. 

The Westminister Assembly's Confession of Faith says : 

"The seed and posterity of the faithM bom wjjQim the Church, have by 
their birth, interest in the covenant and a right to the seal. 

Mr. Rothband- says : 

"Children may be lawfully accounted within (Jod's Covenant if any of 
their ancestors, in any generatio{^ were faithful." — [In Tombe's Exam- 
ples p. 32. 

Peter Martyr says : 

"Infants that are bom of believers belong to God before their Baptism. 
ITiough they had not a father or mother that was acquainted with Gk)d, 
yet perhaps they had some ancestors who were so favored and therefore 
they are members of the Church. 

Now since it is a noteworthy fact that there never yet has 
been invented a theory by one set of Pedobaptist theolo- 
gians on which to ground Infant Baptism, that another c*et, 
fully as eminent, has not exposed as groundless and absurd, 
so with this. Thos. Boston, a renowned Presbvterian theolo- 
gian, author of Fourfold State, thus upsets my opponent's the- 
ory of getting all children into the Church under the Old Tes- 
tament economy. Will all Presbyterians hear their witness 
testify ? 

Thos. Boston says : 

"If infants may derive their rights before the church, or the evidence of 
this right before the Lord, to baptism from their remote parents, then 
either from any of them whatsoever or from some of them only, I know 
no midst. If from any of them whatsoever, then there is no infant under 
heaven that hath not a right to baptism ; which is absurd. Tlie reason of 
the consequence is because there is not an infant in the world that is not 
come of parents that were godly ; wliich will hold true so long as it remains 
undoubted that aU the world is come of Noah and of Adam." 

But why need I quote more authorities to prove the absurd- 
ity of the only argument the standard advocates of Infant Bap- 
tism rely on to support it. I fear Eld. Ditzler has not permit- 
ted himself to understand the main argument for Infant Bap- 
tism. I want to hear him develop his views of the Covenant 
of Circumcision, and its relation to the church. 

That rule in Logic is self-evident to you all, that an argu- 
ment that proves too much is manifestly false. 
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But there is another singular malady of which this whole 
theory is fatally sick. None but males wbrb ever, are now or 
EVER CAN BE MEMBERS of the Church of Christ unless he 
can find some express modification of the law of circum- 
cision in the New Testament. He does or he does not, 
rely upon the provisions of the covenant of circumcision 
in order to get the children of all, saints and sinners, into 
his church. If he does, then I will force him to avow the po- 
sition that Thos. Boston demonstrates as absurd — a theory 
that receives all, young and old, masters and slaves, by baptism 
into the Church as the statute law of his Church doeSy or if he 
does not rely upon it, he should come boldly forth and repudi- 
ate it. And I intend to force him to do the one or the other. 
We all want to know where Methodists stand on this question, 
from what source they claim authority for Infant Baptism as 
they practice it — for it should be known to all that Methodists 
do not base their practice of it upon the same ground that 
Presbyterians do. 

Now Mr. President the first rule in Hedge's Logic, by which 
we are governed, requires that every term used by a disputant 
should be defined. I, therefore, respectfully call upon my op- 
ponent, as it is my right, to define the terms he is constantly 
using. 

1. What he means by a Christian church, or Church of 
Ood— or if he has not the time, will he state before this audi- 
ence, 

2. li he endorses Art 25 of his own Discipline as a defini- 
tion by which he will be understood in this discussion. 

3. I call on him to define what he means by the Covenant 
of Grace — does he mean " The Covenant of Redemption V^ 

4. Will he tell ns wherij where and with whom that Covenant 
was made ? 

5. Did or did it not call a Christian Church into existence 
constituting the one with whom it was made the federal head 
of it? 

6. Will he definitely tell ns when and where the Christian 
Church, or Church of Christ, was constituted ? 
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7. Will he state distinctly in what relation Abraham stood 
to the Christian Church — ^was he the head of it ? "Was he a 
member of it? 

, 8. Will he definitely and explicitly state what relation, if 
any, circumcision has to the rite of Christian baptism, and es- 
pecially tell us if it comes "in the room of it ? *' 

While he is preparing his answers, I will tell you what some 
clear-headed Presbyterian theologians say about the relation 
of circumcision and baptism. 

Db. Ebskine. — ' 'Baptism has none of those properties which rendeired 
circumcision a fit sign and seal of an external covenant Circumcision 
impressed an abiding mark ; was the characteristic of Judaism ; belonged 
to all Jews, however differing in opinion or practice ; and those bom of a 
Jew, even when come to age, were entitled to it; whereas baptism im- 
presses no abiding mark. A profession and suitable practice, not baptism, 
is the characteristic of Christianity" (Theol. DUs,^ pp. 78, 79). He also 
says: ''When Grod promised the land of Canaan to Abraham and his 
seed, circumcision was instituted, for this among other purposes, to shew 
that descent from Abraham was the foundation of his posterity's right to 
those blessings." — T/ieoL Disa,^ p. 9. 

Db. W. L. Axexandeb, on Dr. Wardlaw's argument that because the 
infant descendants of Abraham were circumcised, the infant children of 
believers should be baptized, questions "if any one tried to re-produce the 
argument in his own mind, without feeling that there were some serious 
gaps in it, over which one had to take a flying leap in order to reach the 
conclusion.". "I can understand how a certain class of privileges should 
run along the line of natural descent, and how another class should run 
along the line of spiritual descent ; but how the two should interlace so as 
that natural descent should entitle to privileges which belong only to 
spiritual descent, I ^d nothing in the reasoning of this book that helps 
me to comprehend." This argument from the Abrahamic covenant in 
favour of infant baptism always presents itself in my mind as fallacious." 
Further, "If baptism is to be regarded as having come in the place of cir- 
cumcision, the argument from the Abrahamic covenant lies altogether 
^vith the Baptists.— Zri/e of Dr. W,, pp. 237-239, 

/Dr. M. Stuart. — "How unwary, too, are many excellent men, in c6n- 
jiending for infant baptism on the ground of the Jewish analogy of circum- 
;cision ! Are females ijiot proper subjects of baptism ? And again, Are a 
/man's slaves to be baptized because he is? Are they church members of 
; course where they are so baptized? Is there no diiference between en- 
grafting into a politico'ecclesicutical community, and into one, of which it 
lis said that it is not of this world ? In short, numberless, difficulties 
^present themselves in our way as soon as we begin to argue in such a 
i^aanner as this."— OW Tes, Can. 
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Who befi)re me will say, in view of all these facts, that there 
is the shadow of authority in the Covenant made with Abra- 
ham, for the baptism of an infant, on the ground that the 
fisimily of Abraham and the Christian Church, under the New 
Testament, were one and the same bodies, baptism only 
having superseded the old token of the same covenant ? Bead 
the provisions of that covenant. It was an everlasting cov- 
enant, to be perpetually observed by the selfsame family to 
which it was originally given, that of Abraham alone, and 
for the self-same j9Mrpo5e, and to secure the self-same eruis. The 
token is as unalterable and unchangeable as the covenant it ratified. 
Now by what authority does Elder Ditzler or any man abolish 
it, or change and supersede it by baptism ? Not from God the 
authOT of it Christ did not change it. The apo&tles did not. 
They practiced it. Christian Jews practiced circumcision 
throughout the apostolic age, but not as a church rite.' They 
may, and I believe should now, and until' Christ's secbnd com- 
ing. It is a mark that designates the nation. It never will 
be discontinued by the Jews until the Advent. 

Refutation. 

Abg. X. (1). If there be but one way for all, both parents and children, 
Jews and Gfen tiles, to be admitted into the Grospel church, and that is 
upon the j9ro/«««ton of their personal faith tn Ciirist and baptism, then 
should neither parent nor child to the end of time be admitted in any 
other way. 

(2) But there is but one way. 

If there is a Baptism for infants without faith, and another 
for adults with faith, then there are two baptisms. 1 Cor. xii, 
13. "For in one spirit we are all immersed into one body" — 
i. 6., the visible Church of Christ, (read rest of the chapter). 
Jno. iii, 15, '* Except any one be born of water, and added to 
the previous birth of the Spirit from above, he cannot enter the 

Kingdom of God." 

(3). Therefore no man, woman or child, was ever naturally bom into 
Christ's Church,' which is fatal to the whole theory of Infant Baptism. 

Abg. XI. (1) Whatever practice adds the unsaved to the Church of 
Christ, is subversive of it, and is not of Qod. 
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(2) Infant Baptism does this; for according to the teachings of the 
Discipline and the Presbyterian Confession of Faith, all infants are bom 
depraved, the children of wrath, and they continue in this state until re- 
generated by the Spirit of God. While in this state they are unsaved, 

(3) Therefore the practice of Infant Baptism is subversive of the Church 
of Christ, and is not of God. 

Aug. Xn. (1). Whatever practice reflects upon the honor, wisdom or 
faithfulness of Jesus Christ, or renders Him less faithfUl in his church 
than Moses was in his house, and makes one of the great ordinances of 
God's Word to lie more obscure in the New Testament than any law or 
precept in the Old Testament, cannot be of God, 

(2) To suppose that Infant Baptism is a Christian duty, is to reflect 
upon the honor, wisdom, and faithfidness of Jesus Christ; for if it is an 
ordinance of Christ, and its supportei-s cannot find it commanded or ex- 
ampled, rewarded or punished in Gk>d's Word, it certainly makes Christ 
less faithful than Moses ; for Moses left not one of the least of all the ordi- 
nances or rites of the law, dark, or in the least difficult to be understood, 
whether an ordinance or not. But the Holy Spirit expressly declares 
that Christ was more faithful than Moses. 

Ergo. The institution of Infant Baptism (a law or example for which 
Pedobaptists confess they camiot find, and concerning its use, differ so 
generally among themselves) is no ordinance of Christ, and per conse- 
quence, cannot be of God. 

Abg. XIII. (1) Whatever theory opens the door to all the corruptions* 
that characterize the great Apostacy, such as the adulterous union of the 
church and state, human priests, literal sacrifices, sacraments, etc., is 
manifestly opposed to the teachings of the Word of God, and subversive of 
the Church of Christ 

(2) The theory upon which Pedobaptists introduce unregenerate children 
into the Church of Christ — ^. e., the identity of the old Jewish common- 
wealth with the Christian Church, manifestly does open wide the door to 
church and state, a human priesthood, etc., 

(3) Therefore the tft^ry by which Pedobaptists introduce unregenerate 
children into the Church of Christ, is opposed to the teachings of the 
Word of God, and subversive of the Church of Christ. 
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DR. DITZLER'S FOURTH SPEECH. 

Gentlemen Moderators: — You can see that I have felt 
secure when I have allowed the good Doctor to go on through 
his hour's speech and half hour, and letting it rest till now. 
As'I have all the matter in evidence I want on the tible ar- 
gument as yet, nothing is left to be done but to expose the 
chaffiness — the utter futility of his objections. We expected 
more work to do, were prepared for a far sterner duty than 
now devolves on us. The Doctor gave us fair warning, and 
we took the hint, and dove-tailed our work beyond the power 
of attack or disjointure. And now we have heard a third 
speech. Presuming he would do as well as he could, we will 
show now how feeble is the eftbrt to evade our facts. 

He first charges that we did not define the word or idea of 
church. We read our speech because of its many historical 
points, etc., and read a most elaborate definition, and gave the 
completest analysis of the whole church we ever saw. He denies 
a plain fact to start with. That is failure. 

Next he errs on covenant, if we understood him. If he says 
the covenant between God and Abraham was not the consti- 
tution and foundation of the church we traced, and which 
Paul names, Heb. ii, 12; xii, 24 ; Eph. iii, 13, 14, under family, 
then let him explain what wa^ the constitution of it, and what 
the foundation of their faith when seeking a city that had 
foundations, Heb. x. 38, 39 ; xi, entire ; xii, 1-3, 22-24, all one 
point. 

If he asserts that the Jewish Church "was founded on cir- 
cumcision," as they teach, let him 

1, Prove it by showing such declarations or texts as sus- 
tain it. 

2. Let him explain how the piety of such men as Abel, 
Enoch, Elijah, Samuel, Moses, Abraham, Daniel, the Hebrew 
children, and all God's Saints could be so exalted, yet no cov- 
enant of redemption, no spirituality be in it? 
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3. If God did not give them the means of a spiritual church 
for four thousand years, who was to blame? If God could 
not, He was less, than God. The incapacity of the people cannot 
be pleaded, for the world has never seen purer men than those we 
have just named, and time would fail to tell of all, Heb. xi, 
32. If God would not, He alone was to blame if they did fail 
of duty and civilization, if he withheld the means. How can you 
meet infidelity with such a plea as to God's legislation ? 

4. Explain how it was the church existed long before this cov- 
€nar?^ o/6fooc? was made at Sinai? They are called a church 
in the Bible — Old and New Testament, repeatedly, long be- 
fore that covenant was made, long before the Hebrews reached 
Sinai. 

5. Let him explain how it was that this very ordinance that 
he says was its foundation, in the absence of a word of proof, 
in the face of positive facts to the contrary, against all reason 
also — the foundation of the church was purely symbolic of the 
purity of heart. The day it was ordained, Gen. xvii, 11-14, 
it is called "a token," Paul calls it, quoting from Genesis 
xvii, 11, in Rom. iv, 11, "the sign of circumcision, a seal 
of the righteousness of faith." He had just told us, ch. ii, 29, 
that " circumcision is that of the heart in the Spirit." Hence 
the outward, was " the sign of [this inward"] circumcision." It 
was "the putting away the body of the sins of the flesh," 
"made without hands," Col. ii, 11. This ordinance then was 
purely symbolic of purity of heart, yet administered to the 
parties in all cases, save Abraham, Ishmael, and Proselytes, at 
eight days old. Yet through all subsequent adult life it sym- 
bolized purity of heart and separation from sin and sinners. 

So baptism is symbolic, no more so than the other, and 
equally appropriate to infants. 

Now if the church was not spiritual, not founded on Christ, 
why did its ordinance, on which you all assert it was founded, 
so pointedly symbolize purity? separation from sin and sin- 
ners? The word church means in Hebrew, called', in Greek, 
called — in both, called out, called together. That is, separa- 
tion from sinners. Circumcision, the prominent ordinance 
means primarily cut off, separated. Thus it answers to the 
word church exactly. 
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7, K the church was founded on circumcision, and only 
males were circumcised, how did they get into it? 

8. As not a soul was circumcised during the forty years of 
sojourn in the wilderness, Josh, v, 4-8, and yet they were 
called " the church," in the Hebrew and Greek Scriptures 
constantly, and so denominated. Acts vii, 38. How did they 
all get in ? This doubly exposes the mass of absurdities in 
the gentleman's eflfort to answer. 

-^11 1 have to do is to meet his. objections. My work of 
adamant stands — can't be shaken. 

But he says I said no one was a member of the Jewish 
church unless Regenerated. He then urges that infants were 
not regenerate, hence not in the Jewish church by my posi- 
tion. TTo, no; I utter no such absurdities, and as the whole of 
my two speeches were written out and read, they will show 
that I was far from that. I said aliens, transgressors had to 
be converted, men who by wickedness had rebelled and be- 
come transgressors, sinners, they had to repent, be regener- 
ated, to get into the church. We maintain that such have to 
be converted to God, to become as fit for the church as are 
infaqts without conversion, "of such is the Kingdom of God." 
We must be converted to become as little children. Matt, 
xviii, 1-6; xix, 14. They inherit a depraved nature. So you 
still have a depraved nature after conversion ; but through 
use of the means of grace you suppress it, put back the active 
development of sinful manifestations, and grace predominates. 
So, as they grow up, if they are taught, and believe iu Jesus, 
they are transformed into complete Christians, actively by the 
power of grace upon their hearts, and are most valuable 
Christians when so developed. 

But the Doctor calls for the diferentia^ the point of differ- 
ence between the church in the old and modern time. He 
insists that baptism is the essential diferentia. Now that 
is strange. We want you to remember- — keep it in mind now, 
that we are discussing a great issue. We laid down the foun- 
dation of our faith on this subject. These are the best argu- 
ments (?) they can bring against our position. 

Now, 1 Cor. X, 1, 2, tells him that they were all baptized. 
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We put it in proof in our proposition just closed — Mode of 
Baptism — and so did he, that all Jews were baptized. We 
have baptism. They baptized far oftener than we. So his 
difereniux falls to the ground. But it was not Christian bap- 
tism. Nor is it so called in the New Testament, that is man's 
term, not tfee Spirit's. 

Butfe says, " Where was the Lord's supper in the church, 
till in the Christian church ?" We reply 

1. It was ordained Exodus xii, 8-21, and ever perpetuated 
in the church. 

2. Church existence did not necessarily depend on it, but 
it was a privilege and a duty in common with the other du- 
ties in God's church. 

3. If-you deny it was the Lord's Supper in our sense, 
though all agree it is our Lord's Supper, now simplified — for 
some purpose spiritually — yet if you deny all this, it destroys 
your cause here; for your church teaches that the church existed 
long before Pentecost, long before the crucifixion in Christ's 
day, and yet never till after Pentecost, did the church cele- 
brate the supper as we now do. So your acknowledged 
church had baptism and the sapper exactly as the Jews had 
it. Where now the diferentia^ or great point of difference? 
You are crushed by your own objections. 

But another point we wish to notice, in this connection. 
There were as great changes between given periods of Jewish 
history as any the Doctor has attempted to notice between 
ancient Jewish Israel and the so called later Dispensation. In 
patriarchal ages till Abraham there was no circumcision. 

In the wilderness, circumcision was suspended forty years 
— ten years over the period of a generation. Here was a 
pointed change. From the exit of the church — those who "ate 
the same spiritual meat, drank of the same spiritual drink," 
who " drank of that Spiritual Rock that followed them ; and 
that Eock was Christ," I Cor. x. 2-3— is that true ?— answer 
yourself, Doctor— we say it is — till they arrived at Mt Sinai, 
no " law of commandments contained in ordinances," Ephe- 
sians ii, 15, 16; Col. ii. 14-17. They were "a shadow of 
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things to come," pointed out Christ, and " the body (church), 
is of Christ," v. 17 ; existed then. It was " added" at Sinai, 
Gal. iii, 17, 19 ; until Christ should come, and reformation 
take place — Heb. ix, 10. No carnal, fleshly law existed here 
then, yet constantly the word church occurs. 

They had only two ordinances — just as we now have — Paschal 
feast, i. e. Lord's Supper and baptism. We have those two. 
They had no "law of commandments contained in ordinances." 
A Prophet emphasises the fact that in the day Jehovah led them 
out of Egypt he spoke not of those things — uttered nothing 
about the ofterings, circumcision, etc. JSTow, aH this routine of 
ceremonies came in — they were " added tiU the Seed [Christ] 
should come. " When he came and died, they " fell away" — 
were the bond-woman — sold those who trusted in them into 
bondage — so the law of them and the adherents of rithalism 
were all "cast out," Gal. iv, 30; Rom. xi, 17, 19, 20,21, 
and not permitted a place with the son of the free woman, the 
Covenant of Salvation. We repeat, then, if all these things 
came into the Church and did not destroy it, or result in 1, 
destroying the Church; 2, in organizing a new one; 3, with 
change of membership and real design of God — viz: the sal- 
vation of man — how much less will the removing of these 
rites and the Sinaitic law ordaining them, destroy the Church? 
They came in — they went out. They were surely a parenthe- 
sis — not an essential element of God's government. Circum- 
cision existed before Moses. It served its object of outwardly 
marking the difference between God's people and heathen — 
baptism sufficiently symbolized inward purity, and this rite, 
while it did that, marked a distinction between Jews and Gen- 
tiles as such, and hence it was condemned to be taken out of 
the way, it was a mark of enmity. Hence it had served its 
day, fell away. 

5. In the next place, look at the difference between John's 
ministry and that of Jesus. One baptizes "with water. ' The 
other " baptizes with the Spirit." The one baptizes "into re- 
pentance." The other baptizes — thoroughly purging his 
floor — by its purifying power as lire, he separates the chaff 

from the wheat — removes sin from the heart. Though one 
40 
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baptized that Christ might be made manifest to Israel, John i, 
31, the other baptized with the Spirit and fire, and the 
anointing remained in them — ^''a washing of regeneration/' 

We see then that these variations, and changes did not re- 
sult in a new church. Nay, 

6. A grander change of outward circumstances takes place, 
for which the great facts just given took place. The Gentiles 
are to come in. Law for this was giveu before Christ ascended. 
Matt, xxviii, 19, 20. But not till from eight to ten years was 
it carried out. Baptists hold the church existed long before 
the crucifixion. Well, here is a new law made of vast pro- 
portions brief as are its words. "All Nations !" — how search- 
ing ! Disciple all nations ! What a wonderful revolution 
that will make in the economy of the Church. It is 
not carried out till from eight to ten years after Pentecost. 
It had been matter of prophecy for long, long centuries, as we 
showed in our first two Addresses. Yet did the great new 
law, not executed for long years, result in a new church ? All 
say no — ^it would upset us all then, and destroy all our theo- 
ries. Yes it would, of course. If, then, all these other changes in 
mere externals, mere questions of days, rites or ritualistic ser- 
vices, abridgments, enlargeniients, questions of outward econ- 
omy, did not create new churches each time, why should this 
one change do it ? . 

7. How can Baptists get around Paul's arguments, put in a 

" nutshell," in Eomans ii, 28, 29 ! By your position these 

outward rites made the Jew — made his Church. Paul says it 

is false ; for he says — ^" He is not a Jew who is one outwardly, 

neither is that circumcision which is outward in the flesh, 

but he is a Jew, who is one inwardly ; and circumcision is 

that of the heart, in the spirit or by the spirit." In the very 

face of apostolic assertion, you teach, you assert, you declare 

from the house-tops, that it was all outward in the flesh. Hear 

Carson — and A, Campbell asserts the same — 

"The very constitution of the Jewish church recognized themembejship 
of carnal x)ersons. It did not make the distinction between those bom of 
the flesh, and those born of the Spirit. There was no law to exclude the 
Pharisees or even the Sadducees, from the Jewish church. ... It was 
no corruption of the constitution of the church to contain them." p. 233. 
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We showed where there was provision to exclude them — 
cut them off — gave cases where it was carried out often — at 
times when the officers in the church did not execute the laws, 
God did, and cut them off by thousands, because of unbelief — 
Heb. iii. 16-17-19; x. 6, and we multiplied Scriptures as to the 
distiuc;tion of Israel after the flesh, now carnal Israel and spir- 
itual Israel — that all are not Israel that are of Israel, Rom. ix. 6, 
Paul asks "who are Israelites to whom pertaineth the adop- 
tion, and the glory and the covenants, and the giving of the 
law. . . . and the promises — they are not all Israelites who 
are of Israel. Neither because they are children of Abraham 
are they all children. . . . That is [says he ] they which are 
the children of the flesh, those are not the children of God. 
Dr. Graves and Baptists say that is not so! ! They are all 
flesh. Their law required nothing better. True, Deut. vi. 
4, 5 quoted by Christ, Mark xii. 29-88, tells us all that to 
be a true Jew was to love God with all the heart, with 
the soul, mind, strength;" still Dr. Graves says, that amounts 
to nothing — it is all flesh. 

David prayed Ps. xli. 1, 10, "wash me thoroughly from mine 
iniquities, and cleanse me from my sins." 0, that all means 
nothing — it is all flesh. Isaiah i. 11,16; iv. 4; xKv. 8; 
Ezek. xxxvi. 25, 26, etc., etc. — all quoted or referred to by us 
in our first speech, all tell the same truth, and by the wounds 
of Christ they were all healed — Is. liii. 1, 10. It is all flesh — 
no requirement of new birth there — no such thought!! It 
infidelity wants a better stand-point than that, where can it be 
found ? 

0, but bad men were in the church then. Yes, in its 
organized form — in its congregation and partook its ordinances. 

I& this a proof of your position ? Does that prove that it 
was not a spiritual church ? You know it does not. You are 
too well posted not to know that that is no argument at all. 
But it is a favorite point — one of their best points in their 
own estimation. So we will expose that also, as we can and 
will expose every objection he can ofter. 

1. Then he knows that bad men crept into the organized 
form of the church (1) in Paul's day, Gal. i. 4, (2)in Jude's day 
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V. 4, 9 (3) in Peter's day, 2Peter ii. 1, 9, 12-15,(4) in John's day 
Epistle of John verses 9, 11. Then by your argument there 
was no spiritual church then. 

. 2. In your church to-day*— in all our churches, in the sense 
we now use the term — as organized and officered bodies, bad 
men are in, and often just as many a&were at times found in 
the Jewish " congregations of the righteous." So you prove 
too much again. 

3. As now, so then, laws did exist — those to which Christ 
poiutedly alludes, and presumes all who heard him to be 
familiar with them, when he tells us just how to weed out 
men out of the church. Matt, xviii. 17. K our oflS.cers in the 
church neglect duty; if the majority of bad men get in and 
suppress good discipline, and encourage carnal security, it is 
no more than the texts we just gave prove, existed in John's, 
Jude's, Paul's and Peter's day. We have this treasure in 
earthen vessels, and to man is committed the duty, under 
God, of executing his laws. 

We have answered, more than answered, and utterly over- 
turned and exterminated the whole platform of the Doctor, 
sapped his foundation and exploded his whole theory. Our 
arguments stand as firm as the everlasting hills — unshaken — 
unscathed, their pyramids of moral grandeur and strength 
resting on God's eternal truth. 

He introduces analogy now, after such bitter, invective, 
against all arguments of analogy. Look at it. We have not 
brought in a single argument founded on analogy yet — not 
one. But the Doctor charged that we relied on analogy be- 
tween the Jewish and so-called Christian Church. We did 
no such thing. No analogy came up. We want no analogy. 
It is oneness we proved. Analogy implies two separate things. 
That is the very thing we have opposed all the time. The 
church is one. It is a unity. It is one in its Founder, one in 
faith. Eom. iv. 3-5, 11, 12, 16 ; Eph. iv. 5, 6— we '' walk in 
the steps of that faith of our Father Abraham," " who is 
the ]B'ather of us all — iv. 12, 16 — one in the Spirit, one in 
principle. 
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Now, when a man of the Doctor's strength has to eo mis- 
state our positions, our views, get np so many trivial objections, 
does it not argue the weakness and desperation of his cause? 

But he says, iu his "analogy," a change in the Constitution 
of Missouri, does so and so. It does not imply any change in 
citizenship. If it does such a thing, it must be clearly, defi- 
nitely stated — the clause pointed out, and fairly understood. 
You can never disfranchise people of long established and 
recognized rights, by loose, vague inference, or construction 
of laws, especially those made where that matter was not at 
all under consideration, nor in the legislator's mind. Yet he 
relies wholly on just such constructions of the merest inci- 
dental occurrences and remarks in apostolic history. But does 
a change in Missouri's Constitution make a de novo State ? 
Surely it does not. It is the same State yet. So his own illustra- 
tion is directly against him. 

He says Carson did not call it church. He does call it 
church over and again, as well as Bunyan, and all Baptist 
writers. On pages 233, 234, Dr. Carson repeatedly uses such 
phrases as "the church," "Jewish church," "the church of 
Israel," " was the church into which its members were born, 
the same with the church whose members must be born from 
above ! " You call it as A. Campbell — ^^ commonwealth," we 
presume. Paul calls the church, in his day, " the common- 
wealth of Israel" — Eph. ii. 12, and Gentiles were not in it, 
but "aliens" from it, by being without Christ — having no 

hope. 

He berates Bishops, Presidents, etc., generally, but as it has' 
nothing to do with our question, we let it all pass. 

Limborch, etc., object that there is no record or proof that 
the "Apostles ever baptized an infant." Does that prove any- 
thing ? He knows it does not We will wait and see if he 
regards it as of any force, and if he does, it will go down with 
the same crash with which all else he has advanced goes down 
before the grand battle-axe of truth. 

The Doctor gets wild, and charges that I am liable to im- 
peachment on the Discipline! Not much. Not a word of our 
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Discipline do I reject. I do not subscribe to sorae applications 
or interpretations of fact and texts of Scripture attempted to 
be made by the framers of the Ritual, but he knows that is left 
perfectly to our liberty of conscience, not meant as a rule of 
faith at all. The note tells how it may be read, used, or "some 
other suitable address." We go by the Discipline, not by the 
ritual. 

Finally, the Doctor elaborated learnedly the Greek word 
for church, ecclesia. But aH that is answered by the fact 

l.'That this word in the New Testament is taken directly 
from the Greek Old Testament, as he too well knows, whose 
Greek Old Testament he knows the Apostles habitually used, 
and not from classic Greek. The Apostles never went to 
Athens and Greece to preach where classic Greek would be 
used, and the use of it he points out in Athens for ten years 
to thirteen after Pentecost. It is a shameful imposition to 
pretend to go to an Athenian assembly to interpret a plain 
Bible word in use fifteen hundred years by the Jews, and used 
by Jews to Jews, as it is in the New Testament. Where is 
any classic Greek that uses church as Christ does, Matt. xvi. 
18, the first time it occurs in the New Testament, "I will 
build, {oikodomceso)^ I will establish, confirm, my cAurch?" or 
in Eph. ii, 21, 22; Col. i, 18, 24; 1 Tim. iii, 15; Acts xx^ 
28,29? 

2. The Apostles weie Galileans, used the Syriac as their 

native tongue, and knew nothing of Greek, save the Bible 
Greek, as we .now study it. James uses the word "syna- 
gogue," ii, 2, in same sense, as well as Paul frequently, and 
Christ, "where two or three are gathered together" in my 
name." The words "gathered together " is the verb of syn- 
agogue, which has essentially the same import exactly as to 
the outward gathering assemblj' or organized church that 
ecclesia has. They are repeatedly interchanged in the Bible^ 
in the same sentences and verses. We gave examples in our 
first speech. So we saw the Apocryphal writings used the 
word church exactly as the New Testament uses it. It is used 
for God'^s whole church on earth, at times. It is used for 
a simple congregation at times, just as we now do. It is used 
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for the whole of God's people in heaven and earth in all ages, 
all times. Heb. xii, 24. 

We have answered every point, every objection. We have 
crushed every position he took that antagonized ours. We 
showed there 1. Was a church. 2. It was spiritual. 8. It 
had all proper laws for discipline as we have now — those of 
the New Testament being every one the same as in the Old. 
4. We showed infants were in the church by the command, 
will and legislation of God. 5. We showed they received 
baptism and circumcision, both symbolic ordinances. That 
6. This church is still God's church. He must 1. Find chap- 
ter and verse where it was definitely, clearly destroyed. 2. 
Where a new church came into its place. 8. This new church, 
so radically different from the old, as that it legislates the 
infants out of its entire pale. 4. Show where our duty to 
little children is explained; how performed outside of the 
church. These things he has not done, he never will do it. — 
[^Time out. 
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DR. GRAVES' FOURTH REPLY. 

Replication. 

Mr. President : — This is the second day of the discussion 
of this simple proposition. Is Infant Baptism, as practiced by 
the M. E Church, authorized by the word of God ? 

Now my opponent has declared and put it on the printed 
page, that the commission of Christ to his Apostles is the ovXy 
law we have to baptize any one. That commission is found 
in the New Testament. He will scarcely deny this, though 
he could as easily and as plausibly if he should see fit, as he 
denies that the Christian church and Christian baptism are 
New Testament institutions. 

This being the only law in the Bible for the baptism of in- 
fants, if they are to be baptized, is it strange then that I should 
call upon him and urge him to come to it, and let us settle the 
question by it. K it is the only law for baptizing infants, why 
go back four thousand years into the mists and togs of obso- 
lete dispensations and Judaism for a gospel institution ? 
That's why I have so stoutly objected to spending days inves- 
tigating the Old Testament when every Bible reader knows, 
what Eld. Ditzler declares, that there is not a law in the Old 
Testament for infant baptism or an example of it ; and conse- 
quently, no authority whatever to justify its practice in the 
Gospel dispensation. 

But this. Sir, is the second day, and has he even read or so 
much as referred to, that only law in the Bible for the baptism 
of infants? Not once! Has he brought forward one pre- 
cept in the New Testament that he even claims authorizes it ? 
Not one. Has he produced an example in the New Testament 
of the baptism of an infant? Not one. Has he found a prom- 
ise to any parent who would baptize his infant, or a threaten- 
ing if he failed to do so? Not one. But he complains be- 
cause I am unwilling for him to have the whole range of the 
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Old Testament, and he quotes scripture to prove that it, as 
well as the New, is "profitable for doctrine." Very well, he has 
been on it for four speeches, and has he found it profitable to 
his cause ? Has he found a command in it for Infant Baptism ? 
Not one. An example of it? Not one. Has he produced a 
prophecy that one day it would be practiced in the church under 
the Gospel dispensation? Not one. He certainly has not 
found it profitable to his baptism. What has he been trying 
to do all this time ? He tells us, to establish the theory, that 
there was a true gospel Church in the Old Testament, but he 
will not specifically tell us what it is ; sometimes it is " all the 
saved by grace ; sometimes it seems to be "the family of Abra- 
ham," then again the "Church in the wilderness ;" the Jewish 
nation and kingdom of Israel, "the remnant," etc., and this is 
his last trial, which he has just declared to be "the completest 
analysis of the whole church we [he] ever saw." I quote the 
whole paragraph, word and point of it: 

3. " He utterly ignores the point we made, viz: that the church is one^ 
covering all age», all classes, all dispensations. Hence the death of this or 

« 

that member affects not its existence. It exists in Heaven and earth, in 
cUl ages, composed of all ChcPs /.eople, as we showed. Heb. xii, 24 ; Eph. 
iii, 13, 14. Hence, if oW the membra on earth were to perish, the Church 0/ 
Ood lives on in its membership on high — ^its Head — Jesus Clirist, and its 
saving principles. The moment any number of beings embraced Christ, 
the Head, received the Spirit, they are a part qf the one church,^ ^ 

ISTow I appeal to all, is this the fanciful^ mythical unsubstan- 
tial thing which he has been confusing the minds of his peo- 
ple with the past day, the organization, the body we have 
under discussion ? Is it the body which the xxvart. of his Disci- 
pline defines as the church ? Eld. Ditzler knows that it is not. 
He knows that this family of God in Heaven has no specific 
organization, and his own living Bishop Doggett, tells us that 
without that specific organization delineated in the New Tes- 
tament, there can be no church, though any numbfer of Chris- 
tians may compose the body. This mystical family in Heaven 
has no laws, no ordinances, without which there can be no 
Church of Christ. To this church, no living infant ever be- 
longed. What does he mean by such a definition? Can 
, it be that he believes he can impose it upon this people ? 



./ 
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But those passages ho quotes do not refer to a church in 
Heaven. Rom. xii. 22, refers to the visible organized church 
of living beings on this earth. So says A. Clarke. So Dean 
Alford. Eph. iii, 14, 15, does not in the slightest manner 
refer to the Christian Church, or to any church anywhere, but 
states that the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is the Father 
of all in heaven and on earth — of angels as well as men — 
that all his intelligent creatures belong to his family and 
named from and by Him, and therefore to this All Father the 
Apostle bends his knees and prays for the brethren at Ephesus. 
Now, if he claims that there is a church in heaven, where 
God is, though it has nothing to do with this question, I shall 
urge him to find a Scripture that teaches it. These, manifestly, 
do not. This sort of controversy is not discussing this ques- 
tion. I do think I have cause to complain that my opponent 
has spent one day and almost half of another, in discussing 
issues not in debate, and now I think I have cause to protest 
against his course. He has not defined, and he persistently 
refuses to define what he means by a visible Church of 
Christ, nor will he publicly endorse the definition of "Churcb'* 
in the Articles of his Discipline. What does this mean ? He 
says infants were circumcised under the Old Testament. This 
statement is not logically true. It is an universal affirmative, 
and means all infants under the Old Testament were circum- 
cised, biit this is not the case, but very few, and they of the 
family of Abraham, were circumcised, and not all of Abra- 
ham's own children, but only his male infants were circum- 
cised. What possible connection has this rite with water 

baptism under the Christian Church? If any, it can only 
apply to the male infants of some parent or parents who stand 
in the same relation to his children as Abraham did to his. 
Circtimcision was applicable, and did mean something to 
Abraham's infants, but to the children of no other family, 
while Christian baptism is inapplicable to the infants of any 
one, because its design cannot be answered. Circumcision 
was a sign to the male child, that he was a descendant of 
Abraham, and entitled it to all the temporal blessings secured 
in the covenant, of which it was the token, and it was typioaly 
prefiguring to him the great spiritual fact of the necessity of 
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a circumcised heart, for him to be a spiritual child of Abra- 
ham, aud enjoy with Abraham all the blessings secured to 
him in that covenant. There is no conceivable connec- 
tion or relation between circumcision and baptism, the former 
belonged exclusively to the male children of one man, and 
secured to them temporal distinctions and blessings only, 
while baptism is a profession of a personal saving faith in 
Clirist, and of any one, and of any family under the whole 
heaven, and introduces into the visible church. The former 
rite every male inherited by reason of birth ; the condition of 
the latter is personal faith in Christ. 

,He says that besides the . ordinance of circumcision, the 
church in the Old Testament had a baptism! If it had, it is 
evidently not the church he ^s talking about, for that had no 
ritual, he tells us ! How can such a disputant be answered? 
Eld. Ditzler declares that the covenant God made with Abra- 
ham was the constitution And foundation of the church he con- 
tends for. Thbn there was no chubgh before this covenant, 
or there was a building before there was a foundation for it to 
rest on ! But were there not thousands of pious persons that 
were saved by grace from Abel to Abraham ? Then without 
casting reflection upon God's government, there can be thou- 
sands of Christians in the world during two thousand years 
without there being a church in any sense ! But during these 
two thousand years, thousands of the saved by grace died, and 
went to heaven, according to Eld. Ditzler's belief, and yet 
there was no church in heaven either, for the first two thou- 
sand years of the earth's history ! Well, if this be so, then 
there is little need for him to call on us to reconcile it with 
God's government, that • he should- not see fit to call such an 
organization as a church into existence until the expiration of 
one thousand eight hundred and ninety-eight years more, when 
His own Son should set it up for his own purpose. This is a fatal 
position to my opponent's theory, and he has made a still 
more fatal one, which I will notice in its proper Connection. 

I wish to gratify him to the utmost by way of explaining 
the Word of God to him, and others may be benefitted. He 
Bays : — 

'^Next be errs on covenant, if we understood him. If be says the cove- 



652 The Great Carrqllton Debate. 

nant between Gkxl and Abraham was not the constitution and foundation 
of the church we traced, and which Paul names, Heb. ii, 12 ; xii, 24 ; 
£ph. ill, 13, 14, under family, then let him explain what was the constitu- 
tion of it, and v)hat the foundation of their faith when seeking a city that 
had foundations, Heb. x, 38, 39 ; xi entire ; xii, 1-3, 22-24, aU we point." 

Well, we did say that if the covenant God made with Abra- 
ham, recorded iu Gen. xi, and sealed with a token, Gen., xvii, 
was the covenant of grace or redemption, and did call a church 
into being, as my friend declares, then was the covenant of 
redemption made with an idolater as Its head, since all its first 
members were idolaters, and no infant in it at that ! 1 was 
showing the absurdity, not to say profanity of my opponent's 
position. I will now tell him that Heb. ii, 12, the prophecy of 
David concerning Christy is a prophecy that could not be fulfilled 
until Christ should come, for his hands and his feet were never 
before pierced, and never before His advent did He sing a 
hymn of praise in the midst of his church, but the fact of the 
fulfillment is put on record by the evangelists — i. e., that after 
the supper he sang a hymn with hi« disciples, and went out to 
the Mount of Olives. Heb. xii. 24. I have shown and proved by 
Adam Clarke and Dean Alford, and the ripest criticism of the 
age, that it refers to the visible church of the gospel dispensation 
as opposed to the politico-religious organization, the Jewish 
Church, which Eld Ditzler claims as the true church, identical 
with his own. 

Eph. iii. 14. has not the most distant reference to any church 
above or below, only declares that God is the common Father 
of all the holy unfallen intelligences, of all anjsrels as well as 
of Jesus Christ, Heb. x.38, and xi,and neither mentions nor re- 
fers to any church, above or below ; nor does Heb. xiii. 1-8, 22, 
25, as I have fully shown. Thus have I disposed of his proof 
texts, and while I wait for more, or a representative of these, I 
will briefly notice some assertions and requests he made at the 
close of his speech yesterday evening. 

1. He affirmed that he had met every point I have made 
against this theory ! Those who heard and those who may 
read the record must decide this. Has he so much as defined 
the visible church which we are discussing f He has not, but 
affirms that all the saved constitute the church. Has he en- 
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dorsed the definition of his Discipline even ? Has he 
informed us when and with whom the Covenant ot Redemption 
was first made ? 

2. He says, I " have not met a single point, no, not one 
point." Others must and will judge of this. I proved that 
before the coming of Christ there was no real Church, 
and consequently it could have no ordinances or infants. I 
proved by Paul' s declai^ation, Gal. 4, and Heb. xii, that the 
Jewish nation was only a type or figure of the visible kingdom 
of Christ, and this, be it known to all men, is all that Carson, 
Gale, or any Baptist known or heard of by us ever admitted. 
Whoever says Carson or Gale taught that there was a visible 
Christian church before Christ's advent, grossly misrepresents 
them. 

He calls upon me to answer clearly six questions. See how 
cheerfully I do it at the earliest moment, hoping my example 
will provoke him to pay some attention to my requests. 

1. " When was the old church done away?" 
It never had an existence to be done away. 

2. "Reconcile this with God's government." 

No reconciliation is needed except according to the doctrines 
taught in the Methodist Standards of belief that God cannot 
save men, not even infants in the ordinary way without a vis- 
ible church and the ordinance of baptism. But my opponent 
now admits there was no church before the days of Abraham, 
i. e., for nearly 2000 years, and I will ask him how he can re- 
concile this fact with God's government ! And he says 

3. "Reconcile it with the prophecies of perpetuity everywhere 
given to that church, quoted by us in our two opening speeches; 
he has not dared attempt it." 

He quoted many passages in his two speeches, that applied 
to various and diflferent persons and things, but not one pas- 
sage prophesying perpetuity to any thing in the Old Testa- 
ment which he claims to be a visible church. If he claims 
that, he has the issue made up. Let him when he rises, pre- * 
sent the passages and 1 will at once notice them. Is not this 
fair? 



6s4 The Great Carrollton Debiate. 

4. "Let hira show when and where the new church was 
organized." . . . 

Aye ! this is how he attempts to shift the burden of proof. 
It is not incumbent on me, but on him to show where the 
church of Christ was organized in which unconscious in&nts 
were entitled to baptism and membership. I have all along 
denied that there was any new church; it would be admitting 
that there was an old one under Judaism. I can and shall 
tell him by and by when the Gospel 'dispensation commenced 
Mark i. 1. I shall ere long tell him when the kingdom of 
heaven long prophesied of, was "at hand.". I shall ere long 
tell him when the law and the Prophets ended, and the king- 
dom of heaven was preached. I shall presently tell him 
when the rite of Christian baptism was first instituted, and 
there and then we must look for the legal subjects of it. 

" 5. Let him reconcile that with all the texts we quoted 
against its possibility, and as Matt xxi. 43, e. g." 

He can quote no passage against the possibility of Qhrist^s 
setting up his church and kingdom as David prophesied, as 
we will see in due time. 

was there a CHUBOH in the family of ISAAC. 

If one was ever constituted or was in existence in his family, 
it must have been when God renewed the covenant with him. 
Eead Gen. xxvi, 2. At this time his family consisted of his 
wife Rebecca, an ambitious and intriguing woman, and his two 
sons, Esau, the wild man, and Jacob, the suppbnter. So far 
as the record informs us, Isaac must have been the only truly 
righteous or justified one — ^Esau was profane, and Jacob an 
intriguer and a falsifier. At least this is all we need to know. 
There were no infant children in Isaac's Church, except 
those among his idolatrous servants. 

WAS there a church in Jacob's family ? 

If any, it must have been when the covenant of his father, 
Abraham, was confirmed unto him for a law, to a thous- 
and generations. This is recorded in Gen. xxviii. 

Jacob was evidently an unconverted man — at this time — 
and, unfortunately for the theory, he was unmarried, and with- 
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out slaves, so that he was the only member of it ! If there 
was no church in the family of Abraham, it is certainly useless 
to look for one in the families of Isaac and of Jacob. 

The Covenant of Circumcision, while it marked the fami- 
lies, constituted no church out of the family of Abraham, 
Isaac or Jacob. If, therefore, there was no church under the 
Old Dispensation, where is the ground for an analogy, or for 
even an inference to the Ifew ? 

The great Peter Edwards, the renowned champion of infant 
baptism, says : 

'' Sure enough there can be no analogy between a church and no church, 
and consequently no argument can be ^awn in favor of infemt member- 
ship from a church that never was, to a church that now exists.'' — Candid 
Reasons, p. 99. 

Follow the history of Abraham's descendants from the day 
he circumcised Isaac, down to Egypt, and thence to Mount 
Sinai, in Arabia, and you can find not the shadow of either a 
ncvtum or a churchy but 9k family only. 

So much for the church under the first three dispensations, 
Kden, Antediluvian and Patriarchal. I cannot see how any 
candid Christian man can believe that during the first twenty- 
five hundred and fifteen years of the world's history that 
there existed for one day a visible organization of regenerate 
persons and regenerated infants that anwers to the definition 
of a Christian church as laid down in the Methodist Disci- 
pline. Catholicism has its myths as certainly as did the reli- 
gions of Greece and Rome, and this Christian church, with 
regenerate or unregenerate infants incorporated in it by the 
Covenant of Grace, is the grand, and astounding myth of 
Protestantism. This myth was invehted for the want of a 
better support and ground for infant baptism. 

Mark, as I have said before, I do not deny that there were 
hundreds and thousands of holy men and women who '' feared 
God and wrought righteousness" in every age of the world, 
"for God hath not left himself without witnesses" of his 
goodness, faith and power, but I do deny that it was his will 
or intent that they should be organized into a visible church. 
There could be thousands of Christians in any nation and yet 
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be no church, as there were once five hundred Masons 
in San Francisco before there was one organized lodge. Ten 
thousand Masons will be present at Philadelphia on the fourth 
of July, 1876, but no intelligent Mason would think of call- 
ing these a lodge, and claim that during the month of July 
there was a lodge of ten thousand Masons in Philadelphia. 
To constitute a lodge it requires, as it does a church, organiza- 
tioHy with fixed laws and powers, etc. 

The church of God, Eld. Ditzler will himself admit, is an 
institution — he calls it an institution — and he knows that an 
institution cannot be originated without express and specific 
appointment by the authori^ that has the power to appoint 
or institute, as circumcision, as the passover, as the ceremo- 
nial law, as Christian Baptism and the Lord's Supper. 

Dr. Goodman, when writing against Popery, says: 

" The term institution implies a setting up de novOj or appointing that 
to become a duty which was not knowable, or at least not known to be 
so before it became so appointed," — Pres. vs. Popery, p. 7. 

And Dr. Sherlock, when writing against Popery, says : 

" I will never admit of a mere consequence to prove an institution^ 
which must be delivered in plain terms, as all laws ought to be." — Pres. 
vs. Popery, vol. ii. Am. Ed. p. 23. 

So I urge these laws against Pedobaptism. I now call upon 
Eld. Ditzler to state clearly and explicity the law or specific 
command that originated his church that he says existed 
thousands of years before circumcision or bestial sacrifices. I 
press him for his precept originating it then or before the 
incarnation. And as he goes out to hunt for the law, I will 
furnish him with a few more of those logical arguments from 
which he has heretofore hidden as from missiles of death. 

Refutation. 

Abg. Xiy. (1) That practice which opens a door to any human tradi- 
tions, additions, changes, or innovations in God's worship, is a sin and an 
abomination in the sight of Gk)d, and a curse to the world. 

'* The principle," says Dr. Owen, " that the church hath power to insti- 
tute and appoint any thing or ceremony belonging to the worship of God, 
either as to matter or to manner beyond the orderly observance of such 
circumstances as necessarily attend such ordinances as Christ himself has 
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instituted, lies at the bottom pf all the horrible superstitioQS and wai-s that 
have for so long a season spread themselves over the face of the Cnriricnui 
world." 

(2) But the practice of Infant Sprinkli^ig does open a wide door to any 
human tradition, addition or change in the* ordinances of God; for, 
though it was never instituted by Clirist, the Romanists, who made the 
change, declare and opened the door to, the use of the sign of the cross, 
exorcism, salt, chrism, God-fathers and Gtod-mothers, and sponsors, the 
consecration of the baptismal waters, confirmation, the offering of 
prayers and oblations for the dead, the mass, extreme unction, and a host 
of other innovations. 

Not even do CathoUcs, but Protestants, even Prof. Stuart himself, who 
stood for many years at the head of all the Pedobaptist writers in America, 
admits that it was instituted by man, and he defends it upon the ground 
that the church has a right tp change the non-essential ordinances, and 
make them conform to man's convenience ! ! How wide this open door ! 
for the right to add one implies the right to add or change a thousand ! 
There remains no bar to any innovation a corrupt church might choose to 
introduce. 

(3) Therefore the institution of Infant Baptism isa tradition of man, a 
sin, and an abomination in the sight of God, and a curse to the church 
and the world. • 

A curse to the church because it corrupts and carnalizes it, and to the 
world because it teaches men to believe and trust in the traditions of men 
rather than in the commands and ordinances of God. 

Arg. XV. (1) The Lord purposed only the saved to be added to the 
church, and to add the unsaved is to contravene his expressed purpose — 
* * and the Lord added to the church daily the saved. ' ' Toua 8(yudzomenou8^ 
those who are saved, Acts ii. 47. 

(2) But living infants and unbelieving children are not saved. 

(3) Therefore to add them to the church is to contravene the express 
purpose of Gk>d. 

Arg. XVI. (1) Whatever practice inverts the order of the Divine Law 
of baptism is a perversion of the Divine Law, and is, therefore, sinful. 

(2) Infant Baptism does this by practically putting — in direct opposition 
to what the commission requires — baptism before /m'^/^ or teaching. 

(3) Therefore Infant Baptism is a perversion of the Divine Law. -[Tim« 

41 
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DR. DITZLER^S FIFTH SPEECH. 

Gentlemen Moderators ; — ^As the practices of a people 
throw light on the difficult passages we find in their writ- 
ings, so here, in the well known practices and customs of the 
Jews, we will find a further means of understanding the com- 
mission. The following facts are admitted by our opponents 
— ^that the Jews practiced Infant Baptism on the children of 
all proselytes at the beginning of the third century. Thus 
Dr. Judd, Baptist, copied by Dr. ^Graves, says : "Independ- 
ently of the scriptures we have evidence that ought to satisfy 
us, that, at the commencement of the third century, the cus- 
tom of proselyte baptism was practiced among' the Jews," p. 
243, Appendix. The Jerusalem Talmud Ju4d quotes, 220 A. 
B., mentions it, and seems to agree that Roman soldier^ 
received it during the time of the second temple ; 243. To 
these points M. Stuart agrees, in substance, p. 122-20. 

But while our opponents are compelled to put it thus early 
they admit, as Judd does, the force of facts and testimony 
that puts it immediately after the era of the birth of Christ. 
On the contrary, all the most learned in Jewish literature, 
Lightfoot, Seldon, Buxtorff, Schsetgennius, Danz, Wetstein, 
Witsius, Kuinoe, Beza, etc., believe it waa practiced long be- 
fore the apostolic age. Ernesti, Bauer, Paul us, M. Stuart, etc., 
think it came in after the apostolic times. The proofs favor- 
ing this, are, first, "The original institution of admitting Jews 
to the covenat, and strangers to the same, prescribed no other 
rite than that of circumcision;" Judd, 243. Second, no ac- 
count of any other is found in the. Old Testament; none in 
the Apocrypha, New Testament, Targums of Onkelos, Jona- 
than, etc., Judd, 243. 

M. Stuart urges that the silence of Onkelos, Philo, Josephus 
and Jonathan, is pro6f it did not exist before Christ; p. 128 ; 
but admits it existed in the second century, if we may xjredit 
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the Jerusalem Talmud; p. 128. See Judd on the same — si- 
lence of these men; p. 241. 

Here, as so often on the baptismal question , the matter is 
superficially examined. With the Bible open before us, we 
know that the above objections are utterly untrue. In 2. 
Chron. xxx, 15, 27, the people did not come with due prepara^ 
tion, though circumcised; and it was against the law to take 
the passover thus. The New Testament shows clearly, as 
well as Lev. xi : 25,36 ; Num. xix : 9, 18 ; Lev. xv. and xvi, 
entire, that the unclean would not dare to approach the pass- 
over, or come into the assembly of the people. Psalms xxiv : 
" Who shall stand in the congregation of the upright ? The 
clean of hands," etc., is based on that fact. 

Exodus xxii: 47. All the congregation of Israel shall keep it. 

48. And when a stranger shall sojourn with thee, and will keep the pass- 
over to the Lord, let all his males be circumcised, and then let him come 
near and keep it : and he shall be as one that is bom in the lan^ ; for no 
uncircumeised person shall eat thereof. 

49. One law shall be to him that is homebom, and unto the stranger that 
sojoumeth among you. 

Num. ix : 14. And if a stranger shall sojourn among you, and will keep 
the passover unto the Lord ; according to the ordinance of the passover, 
and according to the manner thereof, so shall he do : ye shall have one 
ordinance, both for the stranger, and for him that was bom in the lajad. 

Num. XV : 16. One ordinance shall be both for you of the congregation, 
and also for the stranger that sojoumeth with you, an ordinance forever 
in your generations: as ye are, so shall the stranger be, before the Lord. 

One law and one manner shall be for you, and for the stranger that so- 
joumeth with you. 

It is here laid down that native Jews and proselytes shall 
be under one law. That was settled from the beginning of 
the exodus of the Jews. That "according to the manner 
thereof," all alike were to be qualified to take it. No unclean, . 
unbaptized Jew, could take it according to law. Hence, of 
all absurdities, it is the most absurd to suppose that the Jews 
would allow Gentiles to take the passover, or come into the 
assemblies of the righteous, unbaptized. And this enables 
us to understand the teachings of John iii : 5. Christ is sim- 
ply declaring a well known fact there; not a new law of His 
kingdom. Nicodemus, you Jews hold — we all hold that every 
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one must be baptized who enters our church, as well as pro- 
fess faith in God as a pure Spirit, by which he becomes as one 
new born, "born of the Spirit." See Lightfoot. He had to 
be born of water and the Spirit to be entitled to entrance, as a 
proselyte or Gentile. Christ simply relates an existing fact. 
In verse 10, he shows that he is talking of matters that ought 
to be familiar to the Rabbi. "Art thou a master, {ho Didaskihs) 
the teacher of Israel, and knowest not these things ?" The or- 
dinary baptism was familiar, but the Rabbi had lost sight of 
the spiritual. Men were born of circumcision ; received the rite 
of it; born of water, received the rite of baptism. 

John i. 25 "Why baptizest thou, then, if thou be not that Christ, nor 
Elias, neither that prophet?" 

That is, when such an one comes, and baptizes, he is making 

proselytes. It is certain, then, that Jews required all converts, to 

always baptize their children of all ages. Hence the Jerusalem 

Mishna, which existed long before Christ, though not reduced to 

the written form till later, names that if a girl, born of heathen 

parents, be made a proselyte after she be three years and a day 

old, then she is not to have such and such privileges there 

mentioned. The Babyloa edition says : "If she be made a 

proselyte before that age, sh^ shall have the said privileges;" 

Wahl i. 10. The later Gerna, in commenting on it, says: 

"They are wont to baptize such a proselyte in infancy, upon the profes- 
sion of the house of judgment, for this is for its good ;" ibid. "If an Israel- 
ite take a Gtentile child, or find a Gentile infant, and baptizes it in the 
name of a proselyte, behold he is a proselyte." Quotations could be mul- 
tiplied, but it is useless. See WaU, Lighttbot's Horse Hebraicae, etc., vol. 
1 ; Selden's Opera, vol. 1 ; Witsius Oecon. Feed. Dei, etc. 

It is said the silence of Josephus, Onkelos, Jonathan, and 
Justin Martyr on it, is against its existence. 

1st. None of these had occasion to name it, specially-. 

2d. The silence of such writers is no proof. Eusebius, 
Theodoset, Hippolytus, Socrates, Evagrius, Sqjoman, and 
hosts of others who lived when all admit it existed, never 
name it. BTay, many of the fathers never name it, though they 
lived where it existed. 

3d. Onkelos and Jonathan are simply translators, the one 
of the Pentateuch, the other of the prophets, and had no occa- 
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sion of naming it. But unquestionably Josephus- i^efers to it 
incidentally . War of the Jews, xi. 8, 7 ; Stuart, 136- He tells 
us of those joining their ^ect, how they are held off till a year; 
put to a test; then they are *' made partakers of those purer 
waters which are designed for purification." But Stuart says, 
the Essenes, wash their bodies in cold [with cold] water, etc. 
This is mere twaddle. What if they do? Was that a proof 
that proselytes were not baptized ? But my ptoof • is in the 
Bible, already adduced. As to not naming a thing of that 
kind, the apostolic church practiced infant circumcision; yet 
it is not named in all their history and epistles where an in- 
fant was circumcised, where John baptized a woman, or the 
twelve apostles baptized anybody. 

The Jews baptized their infants. They were accustomed to 
it for ages. The commission was given to a people accustomed 
thus to disciple. Hence the commission ( Matt.xxviii: 19, 20 ) 
could he understood in no other way than as embracing in- 
fants. A special command to baptize infants was wholly un- 
necessary under the circumstances. 

Notice first, the commission is to the Jews, Matt. x. They 
operate, renovate the church, call the people to repentance and 
faith. Then the final commission— disciple all nations — ta 
ethnee — all the Gentiles as well as Jews, baptizing them ; teach- 
ing them to observe all things etc. 

Let us. now examine the language, 

As Alford, Bengel, Olshaufeen, Kuino^l, Wahl and Stier 
maintain, and the majority of most eminent critics, the word 
rendered teach, (mathsBteusate) does not mean here to teach, 
or give previous instruction. Th6 (didaskontes) teaching 
comes after, no period named, and sense and experience or 
well known habit would govern. 

Matt. iv. 18, 22; ix. 9, show that Christ enrolled disciples 
without any previous teaching, and they were adults. He 
certainly can expound his words to us most appropriately. 

2. Tim. iii. 15, 16, Timothy, from a child, (apo brephpi), 
from infancy, knew the Scripturss. He had been taught in 
inifaney, four years old. InXum. iii. 27, 28, eight thousand'. 
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BIX hundred infants, one month old and upwards, were enrolled 
^'keeping the charge of the sanctuary/' to be tanght from in- 
&ncy, their religious duties. Here they were enrolled as 
learners, disciples , and though not teachable for several years 
yet they are discipled at a month old. Then, from Moses till 
Christ, every Gentile discipled to the Jewish church, always 
brought in his infants with him. This was universal ; con- 
stant in all the Jewish Israel for one thousand, five hundred 
years. This is worth a thousand opinions of men on these 
things. 

Now, then, with these precedents, that every case of dis- 
cipling a Gentile, during 1,500 years, including all his infant 
children ; no exception, 6ver; Christ a Jew, to twelve apostles, 
Jews, sends them out to "di8ciple(<a ^Awee) the Gentiles;" how 
would they understand it? The commission is thus to be 
explained. It was, therefore, as much a command to baptize 
infants, as it was to baptize any at all. No class is specified ; 
none expressly named ; they were to carry it out as they had 
always practiced. 

You have fully seen, Gentlemen Moderators, that the Doc- 
tor relies wholly on mere quibbles and dodges on this propo- 
sition. He now asserts again that I would not define the 
church. We venture to say that more pains never were taken 
to define the church; and a more elaborate definition never 
has been given, that we know of by any writer, nay, not by 
halfy as we gave in our first and second speeches. They will 
show for themselves. But, as he oannot meet them^ he must do 
something — so he denies all. That is easy work. He calls for 
it in writing. I had it written out — read it all, and as such it 
goes to print. If he desires, I will copy it off for him. 

He parades logic. Alas for logic, if it depends on a mere 
parade of the word with all of Hamlet left out. Where is the 
logic ? Logic compels acceptance of your conclusions, if 
you accept the terms of the Proposition. But the terms must 
be conclusive — ^true. Not a single syllogism has he framed 
but would dissolve like mist or frost before the bright sun of 
truth. In each — in all he has begged the question. Is tha^ 
logic? He assumes the very thing in dispute. Is thai logic? 
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Against my position that infants are innocent, though inher- 
iting a fallen nature, he urges our Discipline that, ^^ they are 
born in sin." By that he ought to know we all teach that we 
simply mean they are depraved in their nature — not actually 
guilty ; for so both Wesley, Watson and Fletcher, with great 
force and clearness explain. Watson and Fletc^^er elaborate 
it with great force. Indeed, they were the men who first 
brought that question out of the mist and darkness in which 
it had been left by the superstitions that had accumulated 
about it And after torturing their words into meanings, 
never on earth dreamed of by those fair-minded and great 
men, he pretends to say they taught that infants ^' deserved 
damnation! " He knows they were. the only men who bodly 
taught that all infanta are saved — so says Watson pointedly in 
the Institutes repeatedly — so says Wesley in his sermon on 
David's child in simplest manner; so says Fletcher pointedly 
— so says the whole volume of our system of theology ; but 
while we were thus preaching against the old iranrclad systems 
of which Dr. Graves' is a rdic^ Baptists— especially all that 
wing from which he professes descent, were preaching all over 
England and the American Colonies — every man of them, that 
hell was peopled with infants^ many of them not a span long ! 
Many of them preached it till the last forty or fifty years ? 
Plenty of people yet living, heard them preach it 

I said infants were innocent — say so still, but did not say 
the rest he says I said, so I let it go. 

He reads the so-called Wesley's Tract. He knows, doubt- 
less, that : 

1. Wesley never wrote that Tract. He says, in so many 
words, he did not, and marked it not to be published as such. 

2. H!e knows we never did publish it in our church. 

3. He knows that Methodists never mn, kbver can, teach 
such sentiments aa that disgusting Tract contains. God forbid 
that Methodists and Baptists should be responsible for all the 
iargon and trash that some old dotard publishers and Bip 
Van Winkles publish. 

4. He knowns the M. E. Church has long since so publicly 
repudiated it, as to order it not published, as through the 
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sheer half-idiocy of some old sleeper, it got into print iu 
America, and have superseded it with a different work in toto. 

But of course Dr. Graves, as a partizan, has the right to say 
what Methodists believe — not we. Our Bishops may assert, 
and the bosom friend of Wesley, as he did, may publish, and 
Wesley assert that he never wrote that tract, yet, of course 
Dr. Graves knows they all utter an untruth ! They shall be 
'the author, and responsible for it. Well done, Dr. Graves — 
•stick' to it! 

He still harps on politico — theocracy. Well, when he finds 
it 80 called by Paul repeatedly, by Christ, James, Stephen and 
by Jehovahy as often as we showed they called God's Zion, his 
^'heritage ""the church*' — ^" the church of Jehovah"— and 
Jehovah all orthodox writers agree was Christ — it will do. Till 
'then we caii stnile at his failures. He says again , the church 
was founded on circumcision. When (1.) he proves it, we 
will respond. 2. When he meets just one of the crushing re- 
'futations of it we presented in our last speech, we n;iay be 
ready with as much more. 

• * * * 

But now he brings up charges and specifications against 
Old Testament Saints ! We thought that field was monop- 
olized by Tom Paine long ago. He urges they were not such as 
would do for the church now ! Me! What a Godly people 
then! Paul did not know that, or he would have been saved 
the awful blunder of writing the eleventh chapter of Hebrews. 
Alas for fame ! Peter never did wrong in the New Testament 
church, did he ? Judas never acted badly. Diotrophes, 3d 
John, ix, 11; the parties in Gal. ii, 4; Jude iv, 9, *vere all 
good innocents, as well as Hymeneus and Alexander, Satan's 
favorite Mends, who figured in the church in Paul's day. We 
have no bad fellows in any of our churches now, no Rebeccas, 
no Isaacs. Oh ! happy times ! 

He urges that Masons can only make Masons by a regular 
Lodge, hence runs the analogy. 

1. Notice here he again needs analogy^ uses the very thing 
he so fiercely condemns. 

2. It destroys his position. Let us suppose all Lodges were 
Tinder civil wars, prosecutions, etc., disbanded, not an organt 
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ized Lodge in America or the world. But there are plenty of 
Masons. The storm sweeps by. Now we ask, will not these 
Masons come together and promptly organize themselves into 
Lodges and be as legitimate as ever existed? His illustration 
18 thus deadly against him. So, were all the congregations 
of God's people scattered and disorganized. It would not de- 
stroy the church, not for a mioment. As Masonry survives in 
the principles it inculcates, so Christianity lives in the imper- 
ishability — the indestructibility of its principles, and as long 
^ they live, the church of God will live. 

- If I am made to say in the Louisville Rebate that infants are 
not "persona," it was the error of the reporter, as mine made 
many errors,. and lost over half of what I did say on Infant 
Baptism, as any one who hears me speak must know, who 
sees how short my speeches are, ^specially the first seven. 

But, «ir, we repeat — what has the Doctor done? He has re- 
lied solely on special pleading. Not a single effort to estab- 
lish a consistent thread of- argument to offset or overthrow 
our position — he has simply relied on filing the most contra- 
dictory obiections, seven-tenths of which lie with equal weight 
against his own church. The infants are in yet — he canH get them 
out. — [Time Ouf] 
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DR. GRAVES' FIFTH REPLY. 

Replication. 

Mr. President : — ^I wish to call the attention of all to the 
two facts that hy this time must begin to make an impressioli 
upon all minds, 1, That my opponent hasjust finished two days 
more — ^five elaborate speeches, and has not produced one pre- 
cept for, or example of, Infant Baptism in the Old or New 
Testaments — nor has he claimed to have done so. This is one 
tact that speaks volumes. Do not all before me believe that 
he would have brought forward a passage, if he had had one — ^if 
he knew of one that oftered the semblance of authority for it? 
Mark when he comes to the last proposition, how many scrip- 
ture texts he will quote in his first speech — and in every 
speech — to teach falling from grace, because he believes they 
aiFord ^some plausible support to his faith, but why has he 
not, in two days claimed even one passage in the New and Old 
Testaments to authorize Infant Baptism ? He admits it is au 
institution either of Judaism or Christianity, and if so, it has 
an express enacting law somewhere — for an institution in the 
absence of law cannot be inferred. If he can find no law or clear 
example of it, he can find no authority for it in God's word, and 
therefore up to this hour he has none — nothing to support the 
proposition, t. e., to prove that " Infant Baptism is authorized 
by the .Word of God." 

2. The next fact that must have astonished you all, is that in 
his last speech he has left the Word of God altogether and 
fallen back upon Proselyte Baptism, to find the oriffin and sup- 
port of Infant Baptism ! Is not this a loud practical declaration 
that he cannot find either in the Bible? I shall notice this 
argument which I esteem the forlorn hope of Infant Baptism, 
in connection with John's baptism, where it justly belongs 
commiserating however the urgent stress in which ray oppo- 
nent so soon finds himself as to reejort to this refuge so early 
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in the conflict. But, suppose I should grant that Proselyte 
baptism was practiced long before Christ's advent, and that 
Infant Baptism was originated in or by it, what follows ? — ^Pros- 
elyte baptism was fiever anything but a tradition of the Eld- 
ers, it was not instituted by God, and there he is confessing 
to you that Infant Baptism is a tradition of Judaism ! Is this 
proving that it is authorized by the Word of God ? He can- 
not do his cause greater injury than to spend his time on 
Proselyte baptism — 

3. Another fact which I see from the very faces of his 
friends when I speak of it, begins to give them anxious 
thought. He has refused to give a definition of a visible 
church, an earthly organization that has the ordinance of bap- 
tism in it ! The thing he has defined as a church, is what is 
known in theology as the invisible church, that as Elder Ditz-^ 
ler says may be perfect, irrespective of rites of any kind, and 
may not have a living member on earth! Is that the church ? Ho 
tells you that the main strength of his argument for Infant 
Baptism is to prove there were infants in all ages in this in- 
visible church which he calls the general assembly, and church 
of the first-born in heaven — the whole family of God where- 
ever on earth — and yet he says that baptism nor any other 
rite is a condition of membership in this church. How then 
does the fact that there have alwavs been infants in that in- 
visible church prove that they have been baptized ! or that In- 
fant Baptism as practiced by the M. E. Church is authorized 
by the Word of God ! And yet he tells you how much he 
has done. That he has already put in all his arguments — and 
this is <rM6 — that he has at last struck his rock, adamantT— 
Proselyte Baptism — that our opponent cannot remove or 
shake — I will show you that it is a reef under his own keel 
that he has struck. You will notice that this is the last speech 
in which he mil attempt to lead — he will fall behind and at- 
tempt to pick up here and there the scattered fragments of 
his broken vessel. 

Now, Mr. President, I wish to call your attention, and that 
of every one, to several important, and singular admissions he 
has made in answer to my direct questions. 
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I asked him if he meant by " Covenant of Grace," what is 
generally understood as the Covenant of Redemption ? and he 
has answered affirmatively. This is correct and dear. 

I asked him to state when^ whercy and with whom it was first 
made ? He has answered, immediately after the fall in the 
Garden of Eden, and to Eve,* the mother of all. flesh, substan- 
tially or in essence, when God said to her that her seed should 
bruise the serpent's head. ^ .. 

I asked him if that covenant, when first made or announced, 
originated his church, which he stood here to defend ? He 
has answered that it did. 

These answers more clearly disclose the real foundation of 
my friend's theory by which he brings all children into his 
church, and consequently, if only carried out, the whole world 
in one generation. The first rock of this foundation is laid 
upon a theologicalfalsehood, an absurdity — i. e., that the Cov- 
of Grace was made with mortal, sinful flesh, or with any 
created being! The whole tenor of the Word of God is 
directly against this assumption. Why, sir, the race had fallen 
into irretrievable moral and spiritual bankruptcy and ruin, 
temporal and eternal. It was wholly without strength or 
ability. It was utterly irresponsible, and therefore unable to 
enter into covenant to perform any condition. No, sir, if 
there is the least ray of hope for any one of Adam's race, it is 
the glorious Gospel fact that help was laid on one that was 
mighty to save, that the Covenant of Redemption was made 
by the Father with the Son, and that before the world was. 
This grand fundamental truth no orthodox theologian, or 
Christian, ever denied or ever will deny. 

I propose to develop this covenant with the true purport of 
each covenant of the Old Testament, whenever I can. get my 
opponent to commence the work, which before we came here, 
he privately promised me he would do in this discussion, that 
we might find which, if any, supported Infant Baptism. 

♦Note. — I see in looking over Elder Ditzler's speech since it has been set 
up to be published, that he has omitted his answers to my .questions, as I 
have indicated in my speech. That he did say that the Covenant of Grace 
or Bedemption was first made with, or announced to. Eve in the Garden, 
the notes of the reporter will show, and every impartial man who heard 
him will testify. J. R Graves . 
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We mutually agreed that they had not been thoroughly 
discussed in previous debates, and that the people generally 
had no clear apprehension of them. Elder Ditzler having run 
over all his ground will, I trust, in his next speech come back 
to the thorough discussion of the covenants, or surrender 
them. It was the Father who made the Covenant of Redemp- 
tion with "His chosen," his Son, and gave Him a seed, a peo- 
ple to be saved, that no man can number with the stipulated 
* conditions. It was the Son who became the party contractor 
for the seed He laid hold of, engaging himself to perform all 
the conditions of that covenant, so that he might become the 
Savior, the Redeemer of his people. 

No, and let every one who hopes to be saved write it upon 
his heart " The Covenant op Redemption, or Orace, was 

NEVER made with ANY MORTAL OR CREATED BEING !" 

But he says it was in substance, essence, made with Eve 
when God said to her, that her seed should bruise the serpent's 
head. Is not this a singular assertion from one who never 
makes a mistake about facts ! This language, which he calls 
the covenant, was not addressed to Eve at all, but to the ser- 
pent — to Satan — himself!! Therefore the covenant of grace was 
first made with the devil, and, therefore, if it developed or called 
a church into existence, Satan- was, by covenant, made the 
federal head of it! And its only members in the garden, in 
the Eden church, were Satan and two poor, fallen, depraved 
sinners, Adam and Eve; but, alas, not a babe or a child in it! 
And this is my opponent's church ! that ha« come down in 
unbroken, continuity! of which he is a member, and the 
accredited champion ! What fearful, fatal admi«!*ion<»! What 
a terrible foundation to build a church upon ! Does Infant 
Baptii*m require this defense? Tims have I glycerined the 
verv foundation r.f hi« -^v^tem. I have showd that, if there 
wa-s a -Spiritual clrirch. in Abel's day, in heaxea or^^rM, virible 
or invisible, he ^roa the f/ftJ.y memfjf^ of U, and when Cain ^]e^v 
him, he destroyed both the vi?nWe and invisible church, with 
one and the same blow ! and tbu.« his f:f/ntmv>ty wsm broken — 
staple and chain being cm-shed. 

Where next doe» he *tart hi» cbnrch ? He comes down 2033 



/ 
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years, leaving the world without a church, and starts one with 
Abraham, ^Dd sln^ige to &ay^ asserts that the Covenant of 
Redemption was made with Abraham, when a Binner a©d 
idolater I and what will make the ears of every Christian to 
tingle, and his eyes open with wonder, asserts that 
Jesus Christ became surety to Abraham for the Father that 
the promises of that Covenant should be fulfilled!! I have 
heard many wild, incoherent, and absurd things advanced by 
professed ministers of the gospel and teachers of Christianity, 
but, save Eld. Ditzler's declaration, that the Covenant of 
Grace was first made or announced to Eve in the garden, I 
never heard anything 'so astonishing as this. It would be 
denied by Eld. Ditzler and his friends, after the heat of this 
discussion is over, if not plalced on the printed page, and en- 
dorsed by him. 

I will quote his words, letter and point. In his second 
speech you will find these words. 

TRie covenant of redemption was, that made with Abraham.^' 

" Ch^-'"* had become surety to Abraham for the FcUher that the prom- 
ises s' be fulfilled — * by so much was Jesus made a surety of a better 
testamt^iU ' "— (Heb. viii, 22). 

I .confess myself bewildered by the strangeness — the un- 
scripturalness and irreligiousness of such statements. I have 
said what every intelligent Christian knows, that the covenant 
of redemption was not made with mortal flesh — not even Ad- 
am, with whom God made a covenant of works in respect to 
whicbhe failed and involved his whole seed — ^but God made it 
with "his chosen" — the second Adam, who took not liold of, 
engaged not for, the seed of Adam, but the seed of Abraham, 
and it was as party contractor in this covenant of redemption 
that Christ became surety to his Father for his people of the 
seed of Abraham — the sheep the father gave him to save and 
to keep. 

It is not the responsible, but the irresponsible party that 
needs a surety — security. Not the loaner but tbe irresponsi- 
ble borrower of money, that needs a surety — some one to be- 
come his security. 

But all this will be considered fully when Eld. Ditzler con- 
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seats to enter upon the flifll discnssion of the coTeaastB. Bat 
he now commences his churoh with Ahraham as its Head, 
and his family as its members, taking the family as a unit, and 
the sort of church it was, I developed in my last speech. My 
opponent and many writers do not seem impressed with the 
tact that when the Covenant of Promise was first made with 
Abraham, for it was the self-same covenant, renewed and en- 
larged, when confirmed by its seal to Abraham and a token to 
all his descendants; when Abraham was beyond the fiood in 
the land of Ur of the Chaldees, an idolater, as all his fijthers 
were — Josh. xxiv. 3. We read in Gen. xii» 1, the promises 
of the covenant which God made with Abraham before he 
crossed the Euphrates, and when an idolater — though mj 
opponent, as many do, refers to this promise or covenant, as the 
Covenant of Grace, made after Abraham had entered Canaan 
and become justified by faith in the Christ God revealed to 
him. It is too wild and absurd a statement to notice, that the 
Covenant of Redemption was made with a kicked idolater, 
and that Jesus, whom Abraham at this time did not know, 
became to this idolater a surety that God, whom Abraham 
(lid not know, would fulfill the promises of it. 

The time has certainly come, and I now urge my opponent 
to develop his views of this covenant and tell us how he can 
bring the children of all into the church of the gospel dispen- 
sation by it — and make, if possible, a little more clear the identi- 
ty and continuity of this church of two idolaters without in- 
fants or children — with the spiritual church of the New Dis- 
pensation ! I wait for it. 

To his assertion that I rely '' wholly on quibbles and dodges," 
I reply. Those who hear us, and those who read the record 
will decide this — one thing is certain, if I have quibbled or 
dodged. Elder Ditzler has failed to show it as plainly as he 
failed in showing anything siUy in my logical arguments — 
yes, as as signally as he failed in his attempt to construct a logi- 
cal syllogism ! 

Two little things more before I proceed with my examina- 
tion of the Old Testament. 

1. He declares that Wesley never wrote the Tract on Bap- 
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tism published in Doctrinal Tracts — and that his church is not 
responsible foi' its sentiments, etc., and that I know it, etc. What 
are the facts in the case that I do know. (1). That on July 
5th, 1832, the Methodist book concern issued a collection of 
tracts, titled " Doctrinal Tracts." In the " advertisement" I 
read this : 

"Several new Tracts are included in this volume, and Mr. Wesley *8 
Short Treatise on Baptism is substituted in the place of the extract from 
Mr. Edwards on that subject." 

It must be supposed that the Book Committee knew whose 
work* they were publishing — they said it was Mr. Wesley's. 
They published this essay as Mr. Wesley's until 1861, when 
thev substituted another tract in lieu of it — that makes direct 
war on Baptists — but do they say that they do so because they 
disapprove the doctrinal sentiments of the essay, or because 
they have found out that it is not Mr. Wesley's? No, but 
they, in 1861, say that it is " Mr. Wesley's treatise." 

They published and circulated it twenty-nine years for 
Mr. Wesley's work — they still publish to the vvorld that it is 
Mr. Wesley's, but Eld. Ditzler, without a word oi proof says it 
is not Mr. Wesley's! Whom will you believe? But what 
matters it wliether the man Jno. Wesley or some unknown 
man wrote it — it has received the highest and fullest endorse- 
ment of the Methodist Episcopal Church for twenty-nine years 
and the Methodist Episcopal Church South, circulated it. 
It teas never left out until a book entitled the Great Iron Wheel had 
been published five years. 

Heretofore, no man presumed to deny the statements of 
the M. E. Church, that Wesley wrote the Treatise but Metho- 
dist preachers, putting the last edition in the hands of their 
people, have taught them to deny that such sentiments as I 
have quoted, were ever in the Doctrinal Tracts, putting our 
people to the trouble and expense of getting the editions, 
previous to 1861, to show that the author of the Great Iron 
Wheel, and other Baptists, had not misrepresented the pub- 
lished sentiments of Methodists. This matter is at last settled. 
Eld. Ditzler, with the book before him, does not deny that it 
was taught in the Doctrinal Tracts previous to 1861 ; that, " if 
infants are guilty of original sin, then they are the proper 
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subjects of baptism; seeing, in the ordinary way, they cannot 

BE SAVED UNLESS THIS BE WASHED AWAY BY BAPTISM ; " and these 

words also : " Baptism is the ordinary instrument of our justi- 
fication," and by baptism we receive, " the washing away the 
guilt of original sin, by the application of the merits of 
Christ's death." * * "by baptism, we, who are by nature the 
children of wrath, are made the children of God." 

"And this regeneration which our church in so many places ajscribes to 
baptism is more than barely being admitted into the church, though com- 
monly connected therewith; being ^grafted into the body of Christ's 
church, we are made the children of God by adoption and grace.' '' — ^Doc. 
Tra., page 248. 

]S"ow my opponent seeks to break the force of my argument 
and turn attention from the teachings of his own church, by 
charging that my people once preached " all over in England 
and the American Colonies — every man of them — ^that hell 
was peopled with intants, many of them not a span long." 
Eld. Ditzler is not the first Methodist preacher who has 
charged this upon the denomination with which I stand con- 
nected — for I know of none but Methodist preachers whoever 
made this charge — it is peculiarly a Methodist calumny, that 
has been, from its first utterance, met with a flat contradiction 
— charged as a slander, and proof demanded, one solitary in- 
stance where a regular Baptist minister ever taught the fear- 
ful horrible doctrine in the Doctrinal Tracts above quoted, 
or any thing akin to it, but no .proof has ever been presented, 
or can be, and yet Eld. Ditzler stands here before you and 
repeats the calumny.* It is utterly false and impossible. I de- 
mand for the honor of my people that he here and now pro- 
duce the proof of his statement, or, it will fall heavily upon 
his own head — that he has deliberately " taken up," repeated 
and endorsed a false report against my people, and it will fol- 
low his name so long as the record of this discussion is read. 

But before I close what I have to say upon this proposition, 
I will show you that infant Baptism was originated by those 
who believed with Mr. Wesley, that no infant could be saved 
without baptism, and I will show you that it has been perpet- 
uated from then until now, in order to secure or make certain 

the salvation of infants. 

42 
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I will now push forward my searcli for a church in the old 
dispensation. 

We come now to the time when God saw fit to fulfill one of 
the temporal promises in the Covenant of Circumcision. Up 
to this time the desc^endants of Abraham have been considered 
as 2i family. Now God is going to make of the Twelve Tribes, 
not a church, but " A Great Nation. ' 

Under the direction of the Most High, Moses led his peo- 
ple out of the laud of Egypt, " the house of their bondage, ' to 
the shores of the Red Sea, and stretching out his rod over the 
Sea, its waters divided on the right hand and on the left from 
shore to shore, and the Israelites entered into the midst of 
the sea and disappeared from human sight, and were thus "im- 
mersed into Moses in the cloud, and in the sea." They thus 
accepted him as their deliverer and their law-giver and their 
guide. This baptism was a figurative profession of their /a^#A 
in him, in the promises of God proclaimed unto them by him. 
This act did not constitute them into a church — for they were 
a body of idolaters — Moses was leading them to the foot of Mt. 
Sinai to meet with God. Here God gave them "the Law of Com- 
mandments," written on two tables of stone, and the "Law 
of Ordinances," which together is called The Law, and entered 
into a covenant with them, and by this covenant they were for 
the first time constituted into a Nation — a Theocracy — with a 
written constitution and laws. This covenant is called 
throughout the New Testament, the Law, the "first Testament" 
— the Old Testament, and by theological writers the Sinaitic 
Covenant Though God gave them a civil government and a 
system of religion with numerous carnal ordinances. He did 
not thereby constitute them into a visible Christian church. 

He did not make regeneration of heart a condition of citi- 
zenship in this kingdom, nor did he make it a qualification 
for the enjoyment of any civil or religious ordinance, not 
even to the oflBce of a priest. 

The teachings of my opponent Jtre misleading on this point. 
You must remember that it is absolutely necessary to his argu- 
ment, it is vital to the theory on which his church rests that he 
constructs or sets up a church and a Christian church r\crhi 
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here. You all see that he will not have so much as a particle 
of sand to stand on. unless he can prove that this people but 
yesterday a crowd of slaves, subject to the kinffs of Egypt, 
and debased by the degrading idolatry of the Egyptians, 
is here recognized as a church of faithful men. 

I do not deny that God required of them all to love Him, 
and to serve Him, and to obey both tables of the Law, but He 
did not make this a condition of citizenship, nor even a qual- 
ification for any Civil or priestly office. The Sinaitic 
Covenant constituted the Twelve Tribes of Israel into one 
Nation — JE pluribus unum — and nothing more. 

It was no more a Christian church than the Germanic con- 
federation is a church — or, than the thirty-four States of this 
Union are a church, or would be a Christian church. Suppose 
it fihould adopt Romanism or Methodism as the State religion 
and the Congress with the President should ordain and ap- 
point all the priests and pay them out of the public treasury. 
It would he 2i, politico-religious government but not a church. 
Elder Ditzler knows as well as I, that such was the character 
of the Jewish commonwealth under Moses. You remember 
his declaration, "no one can be a member of the church in any 
sense unless regenerated,^' "justified by faith in Christ." 

It was not required of these recently emancipated slaves, idol- 
aters in heart, to possess this qualification to be embraced in 
the constitution of the commonwealth and enjoy citizenship 
in the Jewish nation, and every man in this house knows it. 

But suppose I grant, which I do not, a church here and on- 
ward until Christ came no infant, as such, was ever in it, accord- 
ing to Elder Ditzler, because no unconscious infant ever was 
"justified by fiaith" — ^wae ever "in Christ" and ther.efore never 
in this church or any church. 

That the Jewish nation under the Sinaitic constitution did 
have a certain relation to the church under the Gospel Dis- 
pensation, which caused Stephen to speak of it as the "eccfe- 
sia en eramin "—church in the wilderness, I am free to admit; 
but what that relation was, though not incumbent upon me, 
I will show in my explication of the two covenants as time 
may permit. 'My solitary business now is to explode my oppo- 
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nent's theory of church identity, from which he infers infant 
baptism. If I demonstrate as I thus far have done, that there 
was no church in the Old Testament, his theory falls and his 
inference wont draw. For as Peter Edwards says, "between 
a church that never existed and an existing one, there can be 
no analogy/' . 

I now apply the reductio ad aft^wrrfwm to his argument based 
on the Jewish nation — fes identical with the Christian church. 
It is a fallacious and dangerous argument for it proves too much. 

If, because we find infants in the old Jewish commonwealth, 
we may introduce them therefore into the Christian church, 
because the church possesses essentially the same character 
under all dispensations. 

Then what follows! — A hundred and one traditions of the 
Papacy, as the union of Church and State. This is the very 
argument that all Pedobaptists in the old world are wont to 
use to maintain the iniquitous union of Church and State, and 
the sword in the hands of the Civil Magistrate to enforce the 
faith and exterminate heretics, and this was the very argu- 
ment that Episcopalians in- old Virginia used, and the Puritans 
in New England, to imprison, whip, and persecute Baptists and 
Quakers. I say through this very door that my opponent 
would open to let infants into the'church, rush in all Romish 
rites and traditions that Protestants as well as Baptists so 
much oppose, a human priesthood, altars and sacrifices, etc., 
etc. Catholics use Eld. Ditzler's very arguments. "Our wor- 
ship must be of the same nature and kind with the Jewish 
worship, because it was to succeed it." 

But I propose now to let a few of the more distinguished 
advocates of Infant Baptism demolish this Jewish Church 
identity as a tenable ground for Infant Baptism or any other 
practice in the Church of Christ. 

J. G. MANiiY.— "Whatever be the nature of the Christian Ministry 
and the method of Christian worship, we should not look for their orgin 
and model in the weak and beggarly elements of a 8ux)erseded system, 
but in the New Testament Itself, which alone is the record and rule of the 
church of Christ. Judaism had no church, either national or otherwise." 
"The stereotyped verbiage and transcriptive absurdity of justifying nation^ 
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al churchism- by Judaism, should at once and forever cease." "No one 
that understands the relatioir of Christianity to Judaism, can suppose for 
a moment that the former is, or ought to be, modeled after the latter. — 
The better is not moulded by the less. The superior and i)ermanent is 
not copied from the inferior and abrogated. Day is not the imitation of 
moonlight Antitypes do not take their shape and hue from types. If 
Judaism is to be our model, we ought to abolish the church and make the 
nation eveiythmg."— [-£?cc/e., pp. 222, 223, 226. 

Dr. Halle Y, in reply to Dr.Wardlaw, says : "Another objection to the 
reasoning of my friend, which appears to me to nullify his argument, is, 
that the visible or national church of Israel was the creation, not of the 
Abrahamic covenant, but of the Mosaic law. * ' * *The national church of Is- 
rael was abolished with the Mosaic law. " "If he means by the former dis- 
pensation the Mosaic law, with its national church, it is forever abolished 
and its constitution is irrelevant to the argument. — [pp. 144, 145. 

Dr Wabdlaw, on State EaiabHshmenta of Christianity^ says what can 
truthfully be applied to the advocates of Infant Baptism as justified by 
GkKi*s covenant with Abraham. "Few things are more surprising than 
the use that has been made of" circumcision and GkKi's covenant with 
Abraham "to elicit from" them "an indication of the will of God" respect- 
ing the appointed subjects of Christian baptism — "the amount of ingeni- 
ous theorizing that has been expended upon it." 

Dr. A. Clabke, Meth. ^^They which are the children, of the fleshy etc. 
Whence it appears that not the children who descend ftom Abraham's 
loins, nor those who were circumcised as he was, nor even those whom he 
might expect and desire, are therefore the church and people of God." — 
Cbm., on Bom. ix 8. 

Mr. Payne, on evidence of the popish mass, says : "I come now to the 
New Testament, where, if there be any proof of the sacrifice of the mass, 
it is more likely to find them than in the Old; yet they produce twice as 
many more, such as they are, out of that than this, and, like some other 
persons, are more beholden to dark types and obscure prophecies of the 
Old Testament to make out their principles, than to the clear light of the 
gospel, and to any plain places in the New; and yet, if any such 
doctrine as this were to be received by Christians, and if any such won- 
derful and essential part of worship were appointed by Christ, or taught 
and practiced by the apostles, we should surely have it more plainly set 
down in the New Testament than they were able to show it." — Prea, ag. 
jR>.,p. 64- 

James Owen. — "No argument can be drawn from th^ ceremonial law 
to the gospel, because we are not under the obligation of that law," — His. 
of Images^ <fec., p. 107. 

B. H. Cooper's words are as applicable to infant Baptism as to religious 
establishments. He «ays: "It is in vain, therefore, to cite the precedent 
of the Jewish theocracy in defence of religious establishments; and to 
whine out the complaint that to antiquate this precedent is to rob a Chris- 
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tian king of his only chart of duty which might direct him in his capacity 
of a sovereign.*' — Free CA., &c., pp., 63, 64. 

Dr. J. Stacby, Meth. — "Baptism and the Lord's Supper . . . were not 
Jewish, but Cliristian — not a brief cotinuation of the past, but a regulative 
commencement of the future. They were not observed as modified rites 
of an old, but as distisguishing signs of a new dispensation." — Tht Sac.^ 
p. 272. 

Dr. Wakdlaw, I adduce in reply to himself and others. He says, 
"that the Jewish constitution was entirely sm generis^ instituted by Jeho- 
vah for special purposes, never by Him intended to be, nor indeed capable 
of being imitated : — that in the primary constitution of the Christian 
church there was an actual departure from it, and a complete change of 
system — such a change as makes it manifest, if any thing can, that every 
attempt to set up the former as a pattern, or plead it as an example, %» 
what I have called, a presumptuous and preposterous return to that which 
is abolished, and an overthrowing, in its very spirit and principle, of the 
constitution of the kingdom of Christ, as originally delivered to His apos- 
tles by its supreme and only Head." ( The Scr. Arg.^ p. 31). He has be- 
fore said (p. 14): "We are not entitled to alter and to modify Divine 
examples If they are meant for our imitation at all, we should regard 
them as they are— not taking a part and leaving a part — ^following what 
accords with our notions of expediency, and declining the rest." 

J. A. James. — ^As to the argument which is founded upon the Constitu- 
tion of the Jewish Theocracy, we consider it so irrelevant and inapplica- 
ble, that the very attempt to bring it forward in support of a Christian 
institute, betrays at once the weakness of the cause." — On Dias,^ p. 10. 

Dr. J. 8TOUGHTON, instead of teaching that the apostles were so inhe- 
rently, abundantly, and necessarily Jewish, that, after they had received 
the baptism of the Spirit, they could conceive of and practice nothing but 
what accorded with the historic past says, "A Christian church, in some 
of its nxBte^entisd points, was, after all, a perfectly new institute, in im- 
measurable advance of anything which the Jews before had witnessed, or 
been taught to conceive." {Ages of Chris,^ p. 37). Also in Ecciena^ he 
says : "The Jewish church was in certain respects, and those the most 
characteristic and striking, so utterly different from the churches Instituted 
by the Apostles, that a combination of the principles of the first, with the 
principles of the second, is simply impossible. New Testament prece- 
dents may be set aside for the sake of adopting Old Testament examples ; 
— the system pursued by the early Christians may be exchanged for the 
system practiced by the House of Israel ; but the one can never be modi- 
fied by the other. It is a question not of modification, but of revolution ; 
as we see at once when we compare the principle features of the one, with 
what were the prominent marks of the other" (p. 20). Again (p. 22), 
"Can the ecclesiastical constitution of Judaism be harmoniously incorpo- 
rated with the Apostolic institutions of Christianity? The true answer is 
unquestionably in the negative." 

J. Locke. — "Nobody is bom a member of any church ; otherwise the 
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religion of parents would descend unto children by the same right of in- 
heritance as their temporal estates, and every one would hold his faith by 
the same tenure he does his land; than which nothing can be imagined 
more absurd." — Works^ vol. vi, p. 13. 

Dr. E. DE Pressense.— "Christian baptism does not transmit itself by 
right of inheritance any more than faith." 

All these are Pedobaptists, and standard writers, and I do 
hope that Christian Pedobaptists will hear their voice and 
abandon the practice, until they can find authority for it in the 
New Testament. 

Refutation. 

I conclude my refutation of the "church identity" theory, 
which is the entire authority for Infant Baptism, with follow- 
ing arguments : 

Arg. XVII. (1). Christ declared that his kingdom was not of this world, 
else his subjects would fight for him, i. e., with carnal weapons. 

(2). But, the Jewish kingdom was of this world — a politico-religious 
government— and the subjects of it did fight for their kings with carnal 
weapons. 

Ergo — (3). The Jewish kingdom was not the kingdom or chiuxjh of 
Christ. 

Arg. XVIIl. (1). Paul said, by the Holy Spuit that "fiesh and blood" 
carnally minded men, cannot inherit the kingdom of God. 

(2). But fiesh and blood, carnal men, did inherit the old Jewish com- 
monwealth. 

(3). Ergo The old Jewish Commonwealth was not the literal kingdom 
of God. 

Arg. XIX. (1). That which is already in existence cannot be brought 
into existence, and that which is already set up cannot be set up. 

If the kingdom of God was set up by the Abrahamic or 

the Sinaitic Covenant, SLiid had never ceased to exists it could not 

be again set up or brought into existence as Daniel prophesied 

it should be subsequent to his time. 

Ergo — (3). The kingdom of God that Daniel prophesied of, which was 
the visible church of Christ, was not an institution that had been set up iu 
the days of Abraham, or Moses. 
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farmer, and it amazed me then ; but little did I dream a great 

debater would use it. 

« 

By the same rule all men ought not to be converted and 
saved, ior there would be left no one to enable us to carry out 
the commission ! All men ought not to repent and be convert- 
ed and be baptized lest the commission be a nullity. Well, 
Doctor, we console you with this, if all were baptized — all 
infants — we believe you would not have many years to rest 
in before there would still be a demand for your services. 

He urges that Philip demanded a confession of the Eunuch, 
Acts viii. 37, before he baptized him. Does he not know that 
the 37 verse, that so called confession, is a forgery ? that it is 
so glaring a forgery that A. Campbell, Anderson, Wilson, all, 
threw it out of their immersion versions ? Yet it is not in 
any ancient Bible or Version only where it has been incorpor- 
ated by late hands in inferior MSS. Hence it is not in any 
correct Greek Text. 

He urges that Jesus is the foundation of the church. Exact- 
ly so; so we showed, far, far beyond what he has attempted. 
He was *Hhe founder and finisher of the faith" through which 
Abel, Enoch and Abraham — Moses and all were saved. So the 
same Apostle he quotes on Eph., ii., tells us. Dr. Graves has 
not once even alluded to that part of my argument. 

He tells us when John and Christ came they were looking 
for a new kingdom. Where is the proof? We read where 
they wished to know if he came " at this time to restore again 
the kingdom." Acts i. 6. 

So loosely does the Doctor put matters. 

He says John now preached repentance towards God — he 
baptized none but believers — none but those who received 
him. I am a preacher of a new order of things — the ax is laid 
to the root of the tree. ^' The Doctor goes through the mo- 
tion of John swinging his heavy ax — ^great work — a new 
church, we presume, is now to arise. 

He says " now all stood on individuality." Such is, in brief, 
the account he gives of John to prove that the Jewish people 
were not a church and now a real reform was at hand. He 
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you can look at his argument in that Tract on Romans, vi. 4. 
He denies it is immersion out and out. Now Wesley, you 
quoted, says it is an allusion to immersion. That Tract says 
it is not. It not only is proved to be not his by external 
proofs, Wesley's own denial among them, but by internal. Do 
you endorse Bunyan's Open Communion? 0!no. Do not 
your' people still publish 'aU Bunyan's works ? Even if Wes- 
ley had written such a Tract in an earlier day, then rejected, 
and we all reject, would we not do as you do ? Do you ac- 
cept the creed published by the Baptists of your wing in 1646 
almost word for word the same in all doctrines, as the Presby- 
terian Confession ? Do you still hold that ''elect infants" are 
saved ? and all the old rigid points of that creed ? Here you 
have been charging, repudiating, and going back on all your 
ancestry, while we have never changed on a single point of 
faith. We have never been compelled to repudiate, revise, 
revamp and burnish up again. Why ? Because always 
correct — stand in the Bible as a v)hole. But we do not propose 
to let the Doctor oft* just here. He has often told us of 'Hke 
Controversialist,'^ as if in good sooth he had not been wearing 
war paint or polkberry juice all over his face from the days I 
was a lad, dangling bloody scalps from his belt, in which hung 
the knife and hatchet, bloody from fierce execution. Do you 
not see — mark the real partisan ? We have allowed him to 
expound Baptist verity. We could show where he runs 
against Ripley, Bunyan, Helwys, the real founder in the Cal- 
vinistic wing of his church, and Carson. But we had a repre- 
sentative, endorsed man — accepted his exposition as that of 
Baptists here. Has he done so by our church ? No. He 
knows what we teach. He has mis-stated us every time. Why 
this persistent course ? It argues desperation : To go clear 
under in such a contest, is unpleasant. Hence he feels called 
upon to fight for life itself. As I have all my proof in, that I 
need, if he chooses this method, we lose nothing. 

But here is an argument — hear it. "It is worth your hear- 
ing, Hal." Dr. Graves urges if all are baptized, you cannot 
carry out the commission, for there would none be left to dis- 
ciple ! I heard that when a child from a plain old "disciple" 
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thorough. His fan is in his hand — he will thoroughly purge 
his floor. See the contrast. Now all* prophecy told that Je- 
sus Messiah would suddenly come — suddenly appear in Zion 
. — in his house — " sit as a refiner's fire" — '" appear in his 
•temple" — and as a Repairer, a *' Restorer" — so here he 
" thoroughly purges bis floor" — casts out the bond woman 
with her sons of mere ritualistic religion — who " stumble," 
" fall," are " broken off" — " cast away" — he " thoroughly pur- 
ges" his church, sits "as a refiner of gold." But where does 
he make a new church, a new floor, while purging the old 
one. It is only in this way he makes all things new. 

The good Doctor told us, while so warmed over John's min- 
istry, that he told theni "they could not inherit religion !" Did 
he ? And that was his new mission ! So we understand that 
when Moses preached — ^"Love God with all your soul, mind, 
heart, strength, your neighbor as yourself," it simply meant 
you naturally inherit these elements of character and disposi- 
tions of heart. When David prayed (Psalm li. 1, 2, 7, 10) — 
"blot out my iniquities, wash me thoroughly from mine ini- 
quity, and cleanse me from ray sin. Purge me with hyssop, 
wash me, and I shall be whiter than snow. Create" — O w|;iat 
a strong word! — "create in me a clean heart." Ah, says Dr. 
Graves, iu that day all that was matter ot inheritance, it came 
like Dogberry's learning to write — of nature. 

Isaiah tells them though their sins be as scarlet — red like 
crimson — yet they should be as wool — white as snow. God 
would be merciful to their unrightousness, and their sins and 
iniquities he would remember no more. "Seek the Lord 
while he may be found ; call upon him while he is near. Let 
the wicked forsake his way,. the unrighteous man his thoughts, 
and let him turn unto the Lord, who will have mercy upon him, 
and to our God, and he will abundantly pardon." Why, says 
Di\ Graves, all that comes by nature, by inheritance. That is 
nothing to what our Harbinger did — he said, "I baptize you 
with water unto repentance!" Dr. Graves, do you believe 
that the religion of Abel, Enoch, Abraham, Moses, Elijah, 
David, Isaiah, etc., etc., was not as we now have it, but a mere 
inheritance of the flesh ? No you don't. Then why not stand 
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up for God's truth if it does crush your errors ? Does not 
Paul tell us that we, Abraham and David are all pardoned in 
exactly the same way ? Rom. iv. 2-9. Does he not add then 
that we Gentiles are justified as was Abraham, and hence 
"walk in the steps" — how very precise — Yes, sir, "in the steps 
of that faith of our father Abraham" — ^"who is [thus becomes] 
the father of us all." verse 16. Why then seek to make so 
damaging a charge against, and fix a blot on the character of 
the Almighty, merely to support an untenable dogma ? Why 
talk about religion "coming down by genealogy?" That 
Pharisees should ert is one thing, but that God should have so 
blundered and pretended to teach for4,000 years that religion 
"came down by genealogy," is vastly diflFerent. 

On John iii. 4-7 : "Except a man be born of water and the 
Spirit," we deny to to see {edein) means there, "to form a con- 
ception" — be "born from above to see it," for many reasons. 

1. It says "be born of the water and the Spirit," and this to 
enter into the kingdom. The water here, which you make 
baptism, precedes the birth of the Spirit. "Except a man be 
born of water and the Spirit, he cannot enter into the king- 
dom," etc. So that destroys your interpretation and applica- 
tion in toto. Edein here means to enjoy, participate in. Hence 
we propose to examine this whole context and see its true 
import. 

John hi, 5 — Born of Water and Spirit. 

Immersionists sometimes appeal to John iii, 5; "Except a 
man (tis, any one) be born of {ex i. e. ek) water and of the 
Spirit, he cannot enter into the kingdom of God," to prove 
that envelopment in water, and proceeding out of it, is here 
alluded to, and favors their theory. To this we reply, 

1. If ^^ horn ^^ (genncethce) here implies proceeding out of 
the element, it proves too much; for he is ^^born of water and 
the Spirit.'^ Does it meafi the imregenerate were enveloped 
in the Spirit, and to be born of it, is to emerge out of it, 
be out of its influence. We thought it implied just the re- 
verse. Hence, this is fatal to the immersion theory. 

2. The word "born" used of spiritual matters has no al- 
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lusion whatever to natural birth as to female relation, but al- 
ways to the male relation, and is rendered more properly by 
A. Campbell, Anderson and others, in most of its occurrences, 
" begotten." It is born or begotten of God, of the Spirit. It 
relates wholly to the spiritual process by which a new and 
higher life is imparted to us by God's Spirit. It is foolish and 
coarse to run the analogy between it and natural birth. Hence 
3. The Jews used the phrase, ''born of circumcision." — 
That is, they received circumcision. We are begotten of the 
Spirit when it is shed on us, poured upon us. We are born 
of the water, it marks or indicates a transition to spiritual 
life as a symbol, when the water is poured on us in baptism. 

We feel it a duty here, though not germain to our subject, to 
give what we believe to be the true meaning of this noted and 
much abused part of Scripture. 

John hi, 5, Explained. 

The Rabbi meets Christ at night, a favorable time to com- 
municate with him alone perhaps, for two reasons. (1). To 
frankly admit that the Rabbis felt the force of his claims in 
the miricles he performed. (2). To learn all he could about 
his mission. Hence he says we know thou art a teacher come 
from God — i. e. from above. Christ replies solemnly, "Except 
any one {tis) be born from above (another y\i never means ^ again *), 
he cannot (edein) enjoj- the kingdom of God." A spiritual birth 
is necessary to see into, and enjoy the mysteries of God's king- 
dom. See Psalms li, 10-12, 15; cxix, 18. Ezek. xxxvi, 25, 
26, etc. Jer. xxxi, 31. 

Nicodemus may have alluded (verse 4) to natural birth be- 
cause that introduced Jews into the kingdom, aliens had not 
these privileges except by adoption into the Jewish kingdom. 
Jesus then replies "Except any one be born of water and of the 
Spirit he cannot enter into the kingdom of God." That is to 
say, you Jews, being members of the kingdom, must be born 
from above to enjoy and realize its benefits, and the law de- 
mands of every alien baptism and a spiritual birth pn enter- 
ing it. 

That we may now discover the true meaning of this, let us 
see the errors of the parties giving it applications it will not 
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bear. We freely admit 1. That every leading word is more or 
less ambiguous— capable of various renderings. Hence it is 
unsafe to rest one's faith on any dogmatic view of the subject. 

(1). Gennao (gennao) is rendered born and begotten by all 
imraersionists. (2) Water is held by Calvin, Beza, Zwingle, 
etc., to refer to spiritual life, not baptism. (3) Others that it is 
Jewish baptism. (4) Others, that it is Christian baptism. (5) It, 
to our mind, clearly refers to Jewish proselyte baptism. (6) The 
kingdom is referred to the Christian visible church by many 
(7) By many it is referred to the general church. (8) By oth- 
ers, to the kingdom of heaven. (9) By others to the church 
below and that above. If men diiter so widely on three of the 
words of the text — nine different views — is it not unsafe to risk 
our faith on any view of it? but look to other passages free 
from doubt. 

2. We must notice the contrast between verses 3 and 5 — 
see, enter into. Verse 3 barely implies that the birth from 
above is necessary to enjoy the kingdon. Verse 5 declares 
being born of water and the Spirit necessary to enter into the 
kingdom. Why this great change, from enjoy the benefit of 
as see (edein) implies and means here to enter into, where bap- 
tism comes in. 

This brings up a question of fact, historic facts. (1) It was 
not a fact that Jews had to be born of water and the Spirit to 
enter into the kingdom. No birth of water was necessary to 
enter the Jewish church, to a Jew. As A. Campbell often says, 
they were born members of that kingdom." Christ and Paul 
recognize the fact, e. g. Math. viii,ll, 12; xxi, 48; Eph. ii, II, 
12, 19; Rom. xi, 24. All admit this fact, I believe. 

(2). The Jews of Christ's day were familiar with the phrase, 
"kingdon of God"— "of heaven." Luke xiv, 15; xxiii, 42: 
i, 33, and said of those baptized — they are as "a babe, new bornJ^ 

3. Can this refer to entering the Christian church, as some 
rituals {ours e. g.) and A. Campbell and his people teach ? 
And does it imply, as the latter party contend that baptism 
is an indispensable condition to entering the church and to be- 
ing saved? This view is harsh and absurd, and is always 
abandoned whenever its advocates press the matter; for to 
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say that all unbaptized — especially as held by this j)arty — all im- 
mersed people are damned, will meet with little support when 
the issue is squarely presented. If they adhere to it, then (1) All 

infants, heathens, etc., are damned. (2) All adults are damned 
though they be the holiest, purest, most devoted of men. This 
is the reverse of all Ohrist^s teaching. (8) It contradicts the 
views of "the Disciples" and A Campbell, in that the parties 
had to "be born of the water and of the Spirit before en- 
tering the kingdom. But they unanimously teach the 
Spirit is not given to any but the immersed. 

That we cannot receive the Spirit till pardoned — not par- 
doned till immersed, in which immersiom the penitent be- 
liever is introduced into the kingdon, then receives the Spirit 
through the word. Hence their own dogmas directly contra- 
dict the verse. 

4. The tenth verse shows that it was a historic Bible fact 
Christ was expounding. "Art thou a master of Israel — lit- 
erally art thou {ho didaskalos) the teacher of Israel and know 
not these things?" How could Christ rebuke "the teacher of 
Israel" for ignorance of the being "born of water and of the 
Spirit" unless the fact were familiar to Jews — a well under- 
stood doctrine of their law and practices? Hence it could not 
refer to a future matter, not yet taught and acted on. 

Indeed that is absurd. To suppose Christ, aside from this 
verse, to be dealing dishonestly, is far from creditable to him. 
It was not an unknown, future matter. He so earnestly 
presses, but an existing fact. Every word is in the present 
tense — -a present necessity — "Ye must be born from above." 
"That which is born of the flesh, is born of the Spirit," not 
shall be, three years and six months hence ! "The wind blow- 
eth * * thou hearest" — present tense. "So is every one 
that is born of the Spirit" — a present truth. 

In verses 14, 15, 16, Christ tells "the teacher" just what he, 
and all men, must do to secure this principle of eternal 
life that begets the same in us, whence the new life begins, 
and we are born of God as in all ages believers were. John 
i, 12, 18 ; 1 Cor. x. 3, 4. 

We have these points made out then — 
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1. Christ does not refer to Christian baptism. 

2. He does not refer to the common Jewish baptism, for it 
was not a condition of entering the church. 

8. Tet it does refer to an existing fact. Hence, 

4. Unquestionably he refers to Jewish proselyte baptism. 
This is evident. 

1, Because it is not true of, and will not apply to any other 
view advanced or that can be advaiiced, yet 

2. It does perfectly apply to it. It disposes of all the diffi- 
culties, all the ambiguities complained of. 

A proselyte or Gentile could not enter the kingdom, as the 
Jews used the term, without baptism. But it is objected that 
the Bible nowhere required baptism of proselytes, and it 
was a later matter — of the third century after Christ. This 
shows the same superficial view of baptism and the whole 
baptismal question we will so often have to expose. God 
would not allow the Jews after Egyptian bondage to enter 
covenant without purification. The priests had to be baptized 
before entering on duties, Ex. xxx. 18-22. Every one defiled 
had to baptize, Num. xix. 9-22; Heb. ix. 10, 18, 19, 21; 
Mark xii. 4, etc. The Jews in Christ's day would not enter 
the public hall lest defilement disqualify for the Passover the 
next day. Is it reasonable that such a people, in Christ's day 
would allow Gentiles, the touch of whom required Jews to 
baptize, (Mark vii. 8-4; Num. xix. 9-22; Lev. xi. 28-86, etc.,) 
to enter the church unbaptized? Notning conid be more 
absurd. The objection of Baptist writers, and M. Stuart 
against the existence of proselyte baptism as we call it in 
Christ's day is most trifling. It is that Onkelos, Philo and 
Josephus do not name it. But neither do several Targums 
that were written years after all agree it did exist, viz: as 
early as A. D. 220. Jonathan Ben Uzziel never names it. 
Nay,. Eusebuis A. D. 888 never names it, nor do any of the 
fathers of five or six centuries though they treated on baptism, 
ou Jewish afiairs and ecclesiastical matters generally. Socra- 
tes, Theoderet, Evagrius, Sazoman, — ^writing in the fifth and 
sixth centuries the history of ecclesiastical matters, o^vor 

name it. .^ 

48 
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How absurd then to object to, and reject it, because these 
three men did not name it. Onkelos could not, for he gives 
us simply a rigid translation of the Hebrew text into Chaldee. 
Yet this is the only argument against its existing in Christ's 
day!! 

Christ does not object to the practice, but on the absolute 
importance of the spiritual birth. Nay, while he simply al- 
ludes to the customary baptism as a condition of entering the 
Jewish church, he five times introduces or reiterates the im- 
portance of the spiritual birth. It is an eternal truth, not a 
mere custom, or Jewish law. Being an established principle 
of Jewish law, all Jews being in, but not enjoying, for want of 
spiritual life, the kingdom, every Gentile — " a£iy one" not in 
it, had to be born of water and the Spirit to enter and enjoy 
the kingdom. The {edein) already settled must not be dropped 
here at verse 5,. but the two held together, so that to be bap- 
tized was necessary to entrance into the Jewish church, as a 
proselyte, and be born of the Spirit to enjoy its benefits. 
Then we have each word explained, and the force of it all. 

Every proselyte had to renounce his Gentilism, profess faith 
in, and devotion to the God of the Hebrews — ^in him, as a 
Spirit, quickening and saving. Hence, Christ simply states an 
existing fact, in John iii. 5, nothing more. It was no dogma 
given to the church. Christ warns earnestly against trusting 
in the fieshly ordinance, verse 6, — ^" that which is born of the 
flesh (fleshly ordinance) is flesh" — man's body, circumcision as 
well as baptism, are called flesh. See Gal. iii. 3-6. 

We have presented to you our views of this noted passage. 
No other explanation can we conceive of, that meets its lan- 
guage grammatically and fairly, will accord with the facts and 
intent of Scripture teaching. 

And now we have been debating this proposition into the 
third day, and where has the Doctor made a point ? 

Our position still stands. There is the church, Stephen 
calls it the church, Paul calls it the church, David a hun- 
dred times calls it the church, Joel calls it the church, Je- 
hovah calls it the church, Christ applies the words, the 
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church, to its local congregations twice — Math, xviii. 17, 
using it as it daily was used by the Jews for centuries. 

Infants were in it. They received its ordinances. Let him 
now show where it was destroyed. See the words : cast out, 
fall away, rejected, cut off, stumbled, of accessions, added ; 
all these terms occur in Apostolic records ; he was to thor- 
oughly purge his floor, come into his temple quickly, 
"strengthen the stakes, lengthen the cords," as we do to en- 
large a tent, for "the place is too narrow," by reason of the 
incoming of the Gentiles. Is. xlix. entire e, ^., Rom. i^ and 
X, entire, and Eph. ii. 16-20, thus he said, "I will establish, 
confirm my church." Math. xvi. 18. Where has he succeeded 
in showing its destruction and a de novo new one in its place ? 
He can't do it. 

Dr. Graves says John iii. 5, "is the law for entering the 
Christian church." It does not name any church. It is not 
Christian baptism. Yet he puts his construction in the most 
metaphorical language possible, and lays that down as the law 
of Christ's church. 

We ask now : 

1. Where did John, the Harbinger, ever organize the 
church ? 

2. Where did he organize and officer any congregations ? 

3. Where did Christ, during his personal ministry, organize 
and officer churches ? — [^Time out 
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DR. GRAVES' SIXTH REPLY. 



[ Note by Reporter. — As Br. Graves was about to commence, Eld. 
Dit;;ler motioned bim to bis seat, wbere a sbort conference was beld^ at 

tbe conclusion of wbicb, Eld. Ditzler arose and said : 

*' We bave agreed not to debate tbe question of tbe €k)venantB furtber, as 
I l^ere express my cpuvictipn tbat tbe Covenants pf tbe Old Testament 
have jj^LOtbing to do witb Infant Baptism.'' 

Dr. Graves—^' I want it to be ijecorded along side of tbat firank admi^- 
sion, that I am rejoiced to bear him say this. Tbe Old Testament Cove- 
nants bave been the basis of this rite heretofore, and I am glad this ground 
is at last abandoned by Methodists. So much is gained by this discus- 
sion. From this day onward, so long as Eld. Ditzler b^ars tbe endorse- 
ment of the Bishops of bis church, tbat he, is a repi'esentative of their 
doctrines, let no Methodist Elder or preacher in all tbe South, ever go 
back to the old covenants witb Abraham, or tbe Jews, to find a ground for 
Infant Baptisin. I was never better prepared tp di^uss tbe covenants, 
one and aU, than now, but Eld. Ditzler has at last ftiUy surrender^ them. 
I close tbe Old Testament'' 

After this mutual explanation, Dr. Graves commenced bis sixth reply.] 

• • . ^. - ■ 

Mr. President: — The entire argument from the Old Testa- 
ment being openly surrendered— for, independent of, and 
without its covenants, there could be no church, visible 
church ; and with an invirible or ideal one, we have nothing 
to do — I shall, leaving the mnltitude of side issues, of which 
his last speech was made up, now open the Kew Testament. 

New Testament Argument. 

After wandering through the shadows of tbe typical dis- 
pensations for 4000 years, in Tain search of an inferenee or 
analogy to support the humanly invented rite of infant baptism, 
we at last emerge into the glorious sunrise of the New 
Gospel Dispensation. We can now rise into the sun, like the 
symbolized church, seen by John, in Patmos, and leave the 
moon and the stars — all types and shadows — under our feet* 
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Christ tells us, not to our misleading, that " the law," i. c, the 
Covenant at Sinai, with all its rites, etc., " and the prophets," 
the burden of whose song was the Messiah and his Kingdom 
that was to coine — "were until John, since which time the 
Kingdom of heaven" — the true Kingdom, the true Church, 
of which the old Jewish Kingdom, or Commonwealth, was 
but a type, as Paul tells us, " is preached, and all men press Into 
it." This is the church we have so long been in search of — 
" the true tabernacle which the Lord Jesu3 pitched, and not 
man. Here is where we should have commenced last Satur- 
day morning. 

We open the ISTew Testament, and lo ! and behold all old 
things have passed away, and all things have become new. 
My eye rests upon the new covenant, founded upon better 
promises. A new priest — the one mediator of the New 
Testament Covenant, who comes lo offer 

** A sacrifice of nobler name, 
And richer blood than they" 

could offer, under the old, and I meet here a new law, 
which constitutes a new government, a new man, which is a 
new church — the real and substantial, as opposed to the 
typical and shadowy — a kingdom and church, no longer com- 
posed of one carnal race and blood, as the typical, but of all 
nations and kindred, and blood, that dwell on the face of the 
whole earth, and yet of one race, the seed of Abraham, and 
of one blood, kindred each of Jesus Christ 

There was, indeed, a change of priesthood, from the family 
of Levi to that of Judah ; from the human to the divine, from 
the typical to the real and the true ; a change of the sacrijiees^ 
from the bestial to dwine^ from the Mood of bulk and of goats, 
that availed nought to the sanctifying of the worshipper, but 
brought sin continually to remembrance, to.ihQ blood of the 
everlasting OovenaM of Redemption — now prominently brought 
forward and ratified, which cleanseth from all sin. Paul tells 
us expressly that a change of the priesthood necessitates a 
•change of the law. The Mosaic or Jewish Dispensation alone 
was purely legal. He that did the things commanded, was 
to live by them, but cursed he every one that continueth nol 
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in all things written in the book of the law to do them. The 
law was given by Moses, but grace and truth by Jesus Christ. 
Because, of its legal character, it was faulty, it could save no 
one, for no one could fulfill its demands ; but it had had a 
purpose to fulfill ; it was added to the Covenant of Promise 
God made with Abraham, '* because, of transgressions, till the 
seed," Christ, should come, so that the law, that whole ceremo- 
nial dispensation, the nation and its worship, was a ^^paisagogoSy 
a guiding slave to lead us to Christ, or until Christ; i. e. until 
was brought in, the iTew Dispensation of Grace by faith. 

But says the apostle, after that faith is come we are no longer 
under a guiding slave, for are we not all the children of God by 
faith in Christ Jesus ? — for all who were immersed into Christ 
did put on Christ — there is no longer Jew nor Greek, there 
is neither bond nor free, there is neither male nor female, for 
yc are all one in Christ Jesus, and if ye be Christ^s then are ye 
[whether Jew or Gentile, male or female, bond or free]. 
Abraham's seed and heirs, according to the promise, Gal. iii. 
24-29 [all the spiritual blessings promised to Abraham.] Here 
we see the utter abolishment of the old Jewish Dispensation 
with the church, whether real or typical, that was originated 
by it, with all the ceremonial law, rights and prerogatives 
claimed by the Jews, and the New Dispensation and the true 
tabernacle and church of the living God takes its place — the 
only condition of entering which is fetith and baptism. 

I maintain therefore, against the teachings of all those who 
would Judaize Christianity, that with the ministry of John and 
Christ, the old Jewish Dispensation — even call it a church if 
you will, or what j^ou please, with its constitution and laws,, 
with all its hereditary religious privilege — was abolished ; had 
waxed old and was ready to vanish away, that the old skins 
of the law were not designed to hold the new wine of the Gos- 
pel, nor was the old rotten, legal garment made by MoseSy 
designed to be patched by the new garments of righteous- 
ness wrought out by Jesus Christ. With the covenant of the 
old Dispensation* with its rites, its ordinances and hereditar^^,. 
religious privileges, the heirs of the JN'ew Covenant, and the 
citizens of the new kingdom^ neither parents nor children have 



Infant Baptism. 695 

auy thing to do. If they would £dn graft any part of the old upon 
the new J if they inevitably entangle themselves in a yoke of 
bondage and lose that liberty wherewith Christ has made us 
free. — ^Let me read Pauls's reproof of the Judaizing teachers 
of hiB day. — ^Read Gal. i. 6-9 and 3. through, and chap. iv. 17 
to seventh verse of v.] 

The old constitution of things — the law with all its appurten- 
ances, circumcision with all its entailed rights and privileges, 
birth and blood, hereditary descent, with all its fancied claims 
upon the visible church of Christ under the New Covenant 
and its New Dispensation, and the ordinances of the Christian 
church are forever blasted and belted by the keen ax of indi- 
viduality and personal responsibility so vigorously used upon 
them when they were so confidently brought forward and 
urged by the scribes and Pharisees who came and demanded 
the baptism of the New Dispensation for themselves and their 
children doubtless also, at the hands of the Harbinger. 

Hear his stunning words and let all those Judaized Chris- 
tians of this day who plead for the baptism of their infants — 
by nature an impure race — upon their fancied connection with 
Abraham and his covenant, read Matt. iii. 7-18. 

'*7. But when he saw many of the Pharisees and Sadducees come to h\» 
baptism, he said unto them, O generation of vipers, who hath warned you 
to flee from the wrath to come? 

8. Bring forth therefore fruits meet for repentance : 

9. And think not to say within yourselves. We have Abraham to our 
father : for I say unto you, that Gk>d is able of these stones to raise up 
children unto Abraham. 

10. And now also the ax is laid unto the root of the trees : therefore 
every tree which bringeth not forth good fruit is hewn down, and oast 
into the fire. 

11. I indeed baptize you with water unto repentance : but he that com- 
eth after me is mightier than I, whose shoes I am not worthy to bear : he 
shall baptize you with the Holy Ghost, and with fire : 

12. Whose fan is in his hand, and he will thoroughly purge his floor, 
and gather his wheat into tlie garner; but he will burn up the chaff with 
unquenchable fire. 



696 The Great Carrollton Debate. 

" Wrath to come"— do you hear that ? Do yo^ say that 

those exposed to the wrath to come are innocent, morally fit 

for heaven or the Church of Christ ? Now hear the pi-ayer 

Eld. Ditzler uses when he is about to sprinkle one of his ^Hnno- 
cenf' babes 

" Almighty and everlasting €k)d, we beseech thee for thine infinite mer- 
cies, that thou wilt look upon this child : wash him and sanctity ^im with 
the Holy Ghost ; that Ae, being delivered from thy wrath, may be received 
into the ark of Christ's Church." 

This by way of parenthesis. 

Here is the gospel of the new kingdom. Here are tersely 
and clearly set forth the only conditions for the most eminent 
and holy of Abraham's seed to enter the kingdom, or secure 
its initiatory rite — the very least of its gracious privileges. 
The priesthood being changed there must of necessity be a 
change of law. Why do our States have conventions but to 
change their Constitutions, and where there is a changeof the 
Constitution is there not, of necessity, a change of the law ? 
Tell me, ye who who desire to be under the Jewish Dispensa- 
tion, were the Constitution of the State changed, would you 
look into the old or the new for the law, or the principles upon 
which future laws are to be made ? Had your father died leav- 
ing two testaments or wills which would you claim under ? 
So I ask you as Christians, for all you are to believe for salva- 
tion, and for all you are to practice for the obedience of faith, 
are you to look back into the Old Testament — the Old Con- 
stitution — the Old Jewish Dispensation which was only typical 
of the new, will you look to the ignorant slave boy whose 
office was to lead to the school house and the teacher, or will 
you open the New Constitution — the New Testament — th# 
New Will, and be governed entirely by its laws and require- 
ments? They may zealously affect you who would turn you 
back to the Law^hut it is not in a good cause. 

Why do you cling to the old abolished and superseded law, 
to learn your duty under the new covenant of Grace? Why 
not accept the better hope it introduced, for there is verily » 
disannulling of the covenant going before, for the weak- 
ness and unprofitableness thereof. For the law made noth- 
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thou belicvest with all thy heart, thou mayest. And he 

f^.snid, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of Gk)d.* The 

iniv, is, ill its essential nature, a company of believers; and 

mi tiociety, requiring merely external profession as the condi- 

i-ship/' 

5ui,ERiDGK, the admirable scholar, and England's 

iiker, bears this testimony : 

w^m of hi fill its at that early period of the Gospel been a 

oi* hail this been previously demonstrated, then, indeed, 

if^ that in all probability there was one or more infants or 

in so lai'go a family, would be no otherwise objectionable 

-uiM-i-fliioiLs, and a sort of anti-climax in logic. But if the 

1.1 a-; f/tr proof, it would be a clear petltio principii ,* though 

nrtth 1 II jr else against it. . . . Equally vain is the pre- 

■ ftvMii circunicision, which is no sacrament at all, but the 

"1? of nalional distinction." 

' i!n- ;iri«at American scholar and Commentator, ex- 

'■■'■"^ on ill • » »l^l Tt'slanieiit, chap. 22)— "How unwary, too, are 

. ■ u • •. n 1 1 1 M u liuii: for infant baptism, on the ground of 

: 1 1 1 ■ • i -• ioi I ! Are females not proi^er subjects of 

; 1 1 1 ■ ■ n 's slaves to be fdl baptized because he is ? 

■:: ISO, when they are so baptized? Is there 

.. into a politico-ecclesiastical community 

;iat it is not of this world? In short, 

iist'lves in our way, as soon as we begin 
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i'. 468.) — "Circumcision was a seal of 
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' 1 seals no more than he promises Ho 

lore, only seals to faith. Covenant graces 

I acted, bdTore covenant blessings be rati- 
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pared for the Lord. The change required was to 
in them, a'l well as a change of ordiiiancea. But 
were made ready by John were iiiitiuted by bii|j 
Jewish church, his baptism being only a coiitimi! 
elyte baptism, then did not they euter ikat chuv 
tiatory rites — circumcision and baptism? li' rl 
itiated into the Christian church by his baptism 
]ii8 baptism a Christian rite ? If they were inin 
l>aptism, into neither the Jewish nor tlie CIh 
were they ever members of the Christian ehu 
whom, when, and by what rite did they enter if 

I most respectfully request Elder Ditzler to 
attention to the above questions. I call 
answer them, or to confess that you canm 
Kiive infant baptism. The eyet! of thousanl 
and tens of thousands of Baptists n 
t.iwanis you. You have elicited this dig 
lately issued a book in which you declare 
fant membership is vital to the very existen 
Certainly you will confront the above queall 
fairly. K you fail to do so; if you plead »■ 
case, the unanimous verdict of all candid ' 
that you feei yourself unequal to the task. 

I am bound to admit that the mu^il \:-a\-\<- 
tion of your scholars, repudiai" tIm' 
identity, and frankly admit that Jnhn, in 
tiaed no infants. 

The Rev. Dr. Hodge, Professor in Vvi 
Seminary, wlio is one of the firmest- iiplini' 
of Presbyte nanism (0, S.) in Amerit-u. liU. 
ill the Princeton Review (Oct. '52), rL's|H',.-ii. 
Covenant and the relation of the climvli i,., 

" TVAen Christ came,the commonwul'h ir.i. ,/f., 
nothing put in Us place The Church I'liuajmii. ' 
covenant, nor promises of external IJui-^iii^-,, r.u . 
rites and subjection. There was a BjiiiiLuiil nocit 
ises, on the cotidition of faith in Chi-inl. In no 
ment, ia any other condition of menilxrship " 
than that contained in the answer of Philip 
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baptism: "If thou belie vest with all thy heart, thou mi^est And he 
answered and said, I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of Gk)d.' The 
Chuieh, therefore, is, in its essential nature, a company qf believers; and 
not an external society, requiring merely external profession as the oondi- 
tion of membership." 

S. T. Coleridge, the admirable scholar, and England's 

greatest thinker, bears this testimony : 

*'Had baptism of infants at that early period of the Gospel been a 
known practice, or had this been previously demonstrated, then, indeed, 
tlie argument that in all probability there was one or more infants or 
young children in so large a family, would be no otherwise oyectionablc 
than as being superfluous, and a sort of anti-climax in logic. But if tlie 
woixls are cited as the proof, it would be a clear petitio principii ,* though 
there had been nothing else against it. . . . Equally vain is the pre- 
tended analogy from circumcision, which is no sacrament at all, but the 
means and mark of national distinction." 

MosEs Stuart— the great American scholar and Commentator, ex- 
pressly declares on the Old Testament, chap. 22) — "How unwary, too, are 
many excellent men, in contending for infant baptism, on the ground of 
the Jewish analogy of circumcision ! Are females not proper subjects of 
baptism ? And again, are a man's slaves to be all baptized because he is ? 
Are they church-members of course, when they are so baptized? Is there 
no diflTerence between engrafting into a politico-ecclesiastical community 
and into one of which it is said, that it is not of this world ? In short, 
numberless difficulties present themselves in our way, as soon as wo begin 
to argue in such a manner as this." 

"The covenant of circumcision atfords" [this means church identity], "no 
ground for infant baptism." — Quoted from Jowett. 

Venema (see Psed. Exam. v. 2, p. 468.) — "Circumcision was a seal of 
the righteousness of faith, as the apostle affirms ; but this only in respect 
of such Israelites as were believers." 

. Charnock (v. 2, p. 781.) — "Gk)d seals no more than he promises Ho 
promises only to faith, and therefore, only seals to faith. Covenant graces 
therefore, must be possessed and acted, before covenant blessings be rati- 
fied to us." 

AuGUSTi, (7, p. 329.)— "The parallel between circumcision and baptism 
is altogether foreign to the New Testament." 

Prof. Lanqe, speaking on this point, says, this comparison Is without 
foundation, because "the only circumcision of the gospel dispensation, Is, 
according to Paul, that of the heart." 

Paulus, in his Commentary. — "The parallel of circumcision with bap- 
tism is inapposite; for by circumcision, one was received into the nation 
as such, not to a religious faith." 

Mr. Marshall.—" Both John^s and Christ's disciples and apostles did 
teach before they baptized, because then no others were capable of bap- 
tism. ^ — Quoted from Booth, p. 303. 



700 The Great Carrollton Debate. 

Db. Wall.—" There is no express mention, indeed, of any children bap- 
tized by him, i. e., John." — Introduction, p. 27. 

MilBubkitt.— John's baptism was the baptism of repentance, of which 
infants are incapable. '^ — See Commentary on Matt xix. 13-15. 

Mb. Thos. Scott. — " It does not appear that any but adults were bap- 
tized by John." — See Commentary on Matt iii. 5-6. 

J. G. Manly. — (Pedobabtist j — " Judaism had no church, either natjlonal 
or otherwise." "The stereotyped verbiage and transcriptive absurdity 
of justifying national churchism by Judaism, should at once and forever 
cease." '* No one that understands the relation of Christianity to Juda- 
ism, can suppose for a moment that the former is, or ought to be, modeled 
after the latter. The better is not moulded by the less. The superior and 
permanent is not copied from the inferor and abrogated. Day is not the 
imitation of moonlight Antitypes do not take their Qhape and hue from 
types. If Judaism is to be our model, we ought to abolish the churchy and 
make the nation everything." — Eccle., pp. 222, 223. 

Mr. Payne, on evidences of the popish mass, says, " I come now to 
the New Testament, where, if there be any proofs of the sacrifices of the 
mass, it is more likely to find them than in the Old ; yet they produce 
twice as many more, such as they are, out of t^at than this, and, like some 
other persons, are more beholden to dark types and obscure prophecies of the 
Old Testament to make out their principles, than to the clear light of the 
gospel, and to any plain places in the New ; and yet, if any such doctrine 
lis this were to be received by Christians, and if any such wonderfiil and 
essential part of worship were appointed by Christ, or taught and practised 
by the apostles, we should surely have it more plainly set down in th« 
New Testament than they were able to shew it." — Pres. ag. Po., p. 64. 

Mb. Gee teaches that u defence of papal superstitions is, that our "wor- 
ship must be of the same nature and kind with the Jewish worship, 
because it was to succeed it." 

So says Eld. Ditzler. Their children were in the church 
and ours must be. 

B. H. Cooper's words are as applicable to infant baptism bM 
to religious establishments. He says : 

" It is in vain, therefore, to cite the precedent of the Jewish theocracy 
in defence of religious establishments ; and to whine out the complaint 
that to antiquate this precedent is to rob a Christian king of his only chart 
of duty which might direct him in his capacity of a sovereign." — ^Free 
Ch., etc., pp. 63, 64. 

Dr. J. Stagey.— (Methodist).— " Baptism and the Lord^s Supper .... 
were not Jewish, but Christian— not a brief continuation of the past, but a 
regulative commencement of the future. They were not observed as 
modified rites of an old, but as distinguished signs of a new dispensation." 
—The Sac., p. 272. 
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J. 4^. Jahes.— '' As to the ar^ment which is founded upon the Consti- 
tution of the Jfiwiah Theoor^cyy we cpnsider it so irrelevant and inappli- 
cable, that the very attempt to bring it forward in support of a Christian 
institute, betrays at once the weakness of the cause. '^--On. Diss., p. 10. 

Bishop 8heiiix>ck. — '^ I will never admit of a mere consequence to 
prove an institution^ w^l^ must he (lelivered. in p^aln tjerms, as all laws 
ought to be."— Pro. ag. Po., vol. if. App., p. 23. 

D]^ J. Stoughton. — *' A Christian church, in some of its most essen- 
tial points, was, after all, a perfectly new institute, in immeasurable ad- 
vance of anything which the Jews before had witnessed, or been taught 
to conceive." — ^Ages of Chris., p. 37. 

Also in Eeclesia he says : 

'* The Jewish church was in certain respects, and those the most charac- 
teristic and striking, so utterly ditterent from the churches instituted by the 
Apopities, tiiat a combination of the principles of the first, with the principles 
of the second, is simply impossible. New Testament />rece6^^ may be set 
aside fbr the sake of adopting Old Testament exan^Ua; — the system 
pursued by the early Christians may be exchanged for the fi^nertiem 
practised by the Houseof Israel; bpt the one can never be modified by the 
other. It is a question not of modification, but of revolution ; as we see 
at once when we compare the principal features of the one, with what 
were the prominent marks of the other'^ — (p. 20). Again (p. 22), *' Can 
the ecdesiastical constitution of Judaism be harmoniously incorporated 
with the Apostolic institutions of Christianity? The true answer is un- 
questionably in the negative." 

Robinson — in Lexicon of New Testament — John baptized a baptUm 0/ 
repentance J i. e., by which those who becetved it acknowIiEDOED the 

DUTY OP REPENTANCE." 

An infant of course coald not do this. 

The above scholars, we repeat, are and were as devoted to 
the interests of infant baptism as yourself or any other man, 
and it is not supposable that they would so frankly and ex- 
plicitly repudiate the argument drawn from the identity of 'the 
Churches — the Covenants of Circumcision and Grace, or 
deny that John baptized the infant children of believers, could 
they have discovered the least ground whatever for an oppo- 
site belief. I shall r^g^rd these three points as settled, nntil 
you refute them, i. e : 

1. The Christian Church is not a continuation of the Jewish common- 
wealth or church. 

2. That baptism did not come in the room of drcumdsion. 
8. That John baptized no infiimts. 

Those who rev^eived the teachings of John, or Christ, we^e 
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far from dictating to them how things must, or must not be, 
ought or ought not be, or the people would become infidel. 

But has it never occurred to you tftat the Phar' sees and 
lawyers did reject the baptism of John, for the identical rea- 
son that pedobaptists now reject it — because he would not 
receive them as the children of believing parents, but repudi- 
ated all their claims and rights based upon the old Abrahamic 
Covenant or Church ? For this very reason Pedobaptists re- 
ject the doctrines of baptism held by Baptists ! What food 
for reflection ! 

Because John did not acknowledge the identity of their 
Covenants, churches, and rites, the Jews rejected the coun- 
sel of God against themselves, by refusing his baptism ! And 
do not Pedobaptists reject pur doctrines and baptism for 
the same reason ? and do they not also reject the counsel of 
God because it is of God s appointment and command ? and is 
it not against themselves ? 

I pray God every Pedobaptist Christian who hears me this 
day, may be influenced to reflect. 

Refutation. 

Aro. XX. If teaching, so as to secure repentance and faith is re- 
quired, by Christ before baptism.— as the most learned and candid of 
Pedobaptists themselves admit, then to baptize before teaching, repent- 
ance and faith is to alter and pervert the Word of God, which is to incur 
the displeasure of God and endanger the salvation of men. 

But all those who practice Infant Baptism, do baptize before they secure 
repentance and faith by teaching. 

Ergo, — ^They do pervert the Word of God and endanger the salva- 
tion of men. 

Abg. XXI. If men were not to presume to alter anything how- 
ever minute in rites or ceremonies under the law, neither to add to, nor 
take from them, without incurring the displeasure of God, and if He is 
as strict and Jealous of his worship under the gospel, then men cannot 
alter by adding to the ordinances, under the gospel, without incurring the 
anger and displeasure of God. 

That this is the case read Rev. xxii. 18. But Infant Baptism was never 
instituted by express command or example, or promise, as all candid 
Pedobaptists admit ; therefore, to practice it as a religious rite, and in the 
name of Christ, is to alter, by adding to His words. . 

:&po.— We are bound to conclude that those who do so, incur the anger 



Infant Baptism. 703 

and judgments of Qod — the plague of the book will be added to those who 
do it willingly, or wilftilly, or ignorantly, if they have and can road 
His Word. 

Arg. XXn. If there be but one baptism of water, left by Jesus Christ in 
the New Testament, and but one condition or manner of right thereto, 
and that one baptism is that of an adult, and that one condition faith, then 
to teach and practice two baptisms, one of unconscious infants, and one of 
adults, and to make two conditions, one of faith and one without faith, is 
knowingly to alter and pervert, by adding to, the plain law of Christ, and 
can but be impiety and sin in the sight of Gkxl. 

But there is but one baptism of water left bj' Christ in the New Testa- 
ment, and but one condition or manner of right thereto and that one bap- 
tism is that of an adult, as Bichard Baxter and others are free to admit. 
He says, "The way of the Lord is one. One Lord, one faith, one baptism ; 
and faith and repentance is the condition of the adult, and as to any oth- 
er CONDITION, I AM SURE THE SCRIPTURE IS SILENT." And We knOW, 

if we have honesty enough to admit that wherever the Scripture specifies 
any one character or condition it prohibits every other. 

Eroo.— Those who practice Infant Baptism do make two baptisms, one 
of adults and one of infants, also two conditions to it, one of faith and 
one without faith, contravening the conmiand of Gk>d, and do thus know- 
ingly alter and add to the Word which is a sin in the sight of Gkxi. 
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DR. piTZLER'S SEVENTH SPEECH. 

Gkntlemen Moderators : — The Doctor quotes Acts ii. 47 — 
only ''the saved" added. Of course, only the saved were " ad- 
ded," for 80, Carson and A. Campbell all agree thht infants were 
bom. members. So it was not necessary to add them. More- 
over, where, as on Pentecost it was an occasion of great 
uproar and sinners cut to the heart, their conversion is there 
the point presented. Were their infants lost in sin — unsaved ? 

Dr, Graves, to save himself, urges that John "preached the 
Gospel of the kingdom." That shows it was what he repiie- 
sent^d. Paul tells us as well as Isaiah, "the Gospel was 
preached to Abraham," Gal. iii, 8, and in the wilderness, Heb. 
X. 1, 2, as well as in Isaiah's day, Rom, ix. 15, " the Gospel of 
peace," quoted from Isaiah. So down he comes again. 

He says there is no institution without government, ordi- 
nances, etc. True, but they had so many, and so much gov- 
ernment, " the law of commandments contained in ordinances" 
was taken out of the way. They had just a little too much 
of that kind of thing, instead of being defective. "All things 
are become new." That only refers to individual experience, 
as he knows — "a new creation in Christ Jesus." Is it by such 
phrases he would destroy what God would not destroy and 
disparage God's holy word ? 

He urges that there was a new law, a new man, a new 
church. In all ages a new heart was familiar as the Prophets 
and David show him. But it was the same old church. New 
converts did not make a new church. They " were added. ' 

Again, let us glance over the facts to avoid confusion 
through the constant quibbling of our opponent. In Moses' 
day all the ceremonies and ordinances came gradually into 
use. At Sinai the law of them was given. But changes had been 
going on since they leftEgjrpt. During the prophetic days Da- 
vid and Solomon, as well as conquests later, introduced vast 
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changes in the outward affairs and economy of the church. Yet 
no one contends that any or all of these made it another church 
organization. If then " the bringing in" " of all these ex- 
ternals did not (1), destroy the church, and (2) organize a new 
one, (3), on radically different principles, why will the taking of 
them " out of the way" do so ? Is not that plain ? The ritu- 
alistic law of ordinances given at Sinai '*waxed old," "made 
nothing perfect," "was added because of transgression" " till 
the time of reformation" — a mere shadow of things to come 
were all its sacrifices — all pointed to Christ. Now trace 
^ Christ through his ministry. He came in the flesh. John 
preached, pointed to Christ. The Messiah appears — preaches 
between three and four years. After a while, Matt, x., he 
sends out his Twelve to preach. Later he sends seventy more. 
We are* not to presume their labor was void of good results. 
Numbers are led to believe. Christ found Simeon, Anna, 
Elizabeth, Zachariah, the Marys, the Twelve, the seventy 
either full of faith and the Spirit, or, as some of them were, 
ready at once to receive him. Gradually he reforms the Jews. 
He is the separating power. Thus he goes on for nearly four 
years, reforming the Je^s. But where did he organize a 
church? Where did he build up and establish any separate 
congregations, officer them, and leave a preacher in charge, 
or they call one ? Nothing of the kind takes place anywhere. 
So he closes his ministry on the cross. No distinct church 
and code of separg^telaws given, but a series of beautiful les- 
sons years afterwards reduced to written forms by his followers, 
who were eye witnesses of his majesty. Where is the new or 
separate church ? Now, for so important a matter we demand 
THE RECORD. Even human rights are not treated as you pro- 
pose to treat these tremendous issues. We go by the record: 
We propose- no guessing. A fuss, a hurrah, a lot of smoke 
and dust cast into people's eyes do not give records and dates a^d 
FACTS. God's economy is on trial in this matter before the 
people, and great questions of church rights and privileges. 
Not only are these the records, but we are supported by all 
the facts in all great reforms both (1) by God himslf and (2) 
under His providence by those of great men, such as Moses, 

44 
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Habakkuk, Neliemiah^ Paulj Luther, Calvin, Wesley, All 
such reforms are gradual — ^the changes are gradual — ^the transi- 
tion regular. 

Christ is crucified. He rises and communicates with the 
apostles and believers now for forty days. No new church yet, 
no separate organization of congregations. His apostles were 
told to tarry in Jerusalem till the Spirit came upon them. 
They elect one in Judas' place, is as much a church act as 
any act of their lives. Pentecost finds. (1) the Twelve, (2) the 
hundred, and (3) the great multitude of the pious ones. Acts 
ii. 5-11, and directly three thousand scoffers are converted — 
added — and " daily the Lord adds to the church the saved.'' 

These apostles, one hundred, twenty, and the multitude of 
devout Jews there who received the Spirit, were members of 
God's church already. If not, when did they become so ? 
• Was water baptism necessary to it? (1) Not a word has been 
adduced to prove it. (2) There is no record of proof on earth 
where either one of the Twelve, the one hundred twenty, or 
the crowd of devout Jews there was ever baptized by John, or 
by command from Christ. All the proofs point the other way, as 
it is in evidence that a question arose between those baptized 
by John and Jesus, Matt. ix. 14. After Pentecost the apostles 
preach on, frequent the Temple, the synagogue, as well as 
teach in private houses. It is only in Paul's journeys and 
labors among Gentiles, that households, churches in houses, 
occur. This is long years after Pentecost Such now is the 
plain record. Your new church nowhere appears. John and 
Peter follow Philip to Samaria — Acts viii. 9. 

No, no — there is no record — no proof, and in no court on 
earth could a verdict be secured in favor of one litigant against 
another where human rights were involved, on the kind of 
evidence wholly relied on by my opponent. No man on earth 
would go into a court with that kind ot ovidence. Because it is 
religion, a church question, are we to utterly ignore all the 
rules and laws of evidence — all the facts and records of Bible, 
history, and go on a wild career of speculation, without a 
record of facts, a single truth to support us ? 

The doctor said, [he may not have spoken what he intended] 
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"a change of the priesthood changes the priesthood." Does 
he mean that a change of the law of the priesthood changes the 
priesthood ? or that a change of the priesthood changes the 
law of the priesthood? Heb. vii. 12. But what has that to do 
with organizing a new church ? (1) The coming in of the priests 
and (2) the coming in of the law regulating them,* which was 
through weeks or months of time — ^gradual — did not make a 
new church. Try again, Doctor. 

Do you not see that he, like all his predecessors, has to rely 
on mere special pleading, taking for granted the very thing 
under controversy all the way through? 

Let me call your attention to another fact* If the Jews were 
jealous of anything on earth, it was their rights in the church. 
They sought every opportunity possible to entrap Jesus and 
the apostles. They even accused them of speaking against 
the Temple, because he predicted its fall. Paul was repeatedly 
arrested, tried in open court, and they brought all the charges 
they could against him. See Acts xxii. 1-19, xxiii. 6-10; xxv. 
8; xxvi. 2-26. He answered touching all the things whereof 
he was accused of the Jews. Yet they never charged hini or 
his people with claiming the subversion of the old church, nor 
the organization of a new one, nor indeed the rejection of in- 
fants from it. Had the apostles rejected infants it would have 
given the Jews a special case of stirring up all possible hate 
against them on that point. 

But the Doctor thinks it is Ditzler against the Discipline. 
Not at all. Our creed is in the articles of religion. The Rit- 
ual is not the cr3ed. It is left to our use or not. Methodists 
mean what they say when they teach liberty of conscience. 
That form of the Ritual was not in the earlier Disciplines any- 
where. Wesley never wrote one word of ^Aa^part. 

As to the church, Paul is pointed, Heb. xii, 22, 24. Hav- 
ing catalogued the representative men of the church in all 
ages (ch. xi, entire) that their numbers were not completed, 
they were witnesses to the saving efficacy, and power of faith 
in Christ, Jesus being " the founder, beginner, and finisher 
of the faith" — so the Greek reads, treated of from ch. x, 38, 
39, through ch. xi ; all in Paul's day are encouraged to look 
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to him as the only bavior, and not to ritualistic services; for, 
the law of ritualistic services at Sinai being "removed" — 
you do not approach God by Sinai — ^ye are not come to the 
mount, etc., verses 18-21 — all is terror there — "but ye are 
come to Mount Zion, to the General Assembly and church of 
the first bom'^ — ^ye unite with this grand army, cloud of wit- 
nesses," to the fact that it is through faith and not ordinances 
that we are saved. You thus come to the great body of 
God's people, one in all ages, in all times, and in all lands, 
" to Jesus," who was "the beginner and the finisher of the 
faith," by which all are saved, for there is " one Lord, one 
faith," and one baptism. We all walk in the steps of that 
faith of our father Abraham, " who saw [by faith] Christ's 
day and was glad." Such is the beauty and harmony ot 
apostolic preaching, alike consistent and honoring to God. 

The Doctor comes along with some more syllogisms. They 
are on a par with the rest. Look at a sample — the first that 
I caught. 

Any act that forestalls all future intelligent action of the 
child is wrong. Infant Baptism does forestall it. Therefore 
it is wrong. Let us look at this precious specimen of 
logic. (?) 

1. It assumes that baptizing a child forestalls future intelli- 
gent action. That, we deny. It is a point to be proved. It 
is not true by any means. 

2. It assumes that to forestall future intelligent action is 
wrong. This is untrue. Educating a child that is under your 
authority is forestalling its choice in education. Much you 
teach it may be regarded by it as of little or no value — nay, 

hurtful. 

* 

3. Circumcising an infant forestalled future intelligent action 
as much so, and far more, than does baptism, even from your 
stand-point. 

4. A Baptist child at 9, 10, 12, 16 years old, as a rule, exer- 
cises no more intelligence of choice in the church it joins, and 
mode of baptism it undergoes, than a babe six months old. 
It is as free from investigation, has as little show for " choice " 
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from any intelligent stand-point, as a babe. The same is true 
of most children of all churches. 

6. It is a Bible question, to be settled by that record. 

Here is another syllogism. " Now hear me, Hal.'' " All 
that is necessary to faith and practice is in the New Testament. 
Infant Baptism is not therd, not in the commission. There- 
fore it is not necessary to our faith and practice.'' Here he 
assumes that everything that is not expressly named is not in 
the New Testament. We all know that is utterly untrue. It 
assumes that all the apostolic churches had all the Scriptures of 
the New Testament from five to sixty years before they were 
toritienf/ Poor logic! It calls in question — or rather ignores 
Luke's and Paul's testimony. The one tells us that the 
Bereans were more noble than those of Thessalonica in 
that they searched the Scriptures daily to see if these things 
were so." These were the Old Testament Scriptures, for the 
New was not then in existence, 2 Tim. iii, 15-17. Timothy 
from a child knew the Holy Scriptures, which were the Old 
Testament, as not a word of the New was written when he 
was a child. Yet says Paul of the Old Testament, it " is good 
for doctrines, for instruction in righteousness," etc., etc., "that 
the man of God may be thoroughly perfect," etc. Now we 
could frame a host of syllogisms on this wise: All churches 
that reject the Old Testament, aid infidelity. Baptists do so. 
Hence, they aid infidelity. All churches that ignore the 
teachings and true use of the Old Testament, violate Paul's 
teaching, and apostolic precedent. Bap^^ists do so, hence, etc. 

But we regard all this talk about forms of logic in 
utter absence of a single logical argument as simply ridiculous. 
If all that is necessary to faith and practice is there, why do you 
ever use the old* If all is there, why this parade of Lexicons, 
commentators, critics, — Catholics, Jews, classics — all creation 
raked up on mode of baptism ? All that is essential to faith 
and practice may be in the New Testament or even in one single 
epistle — contain more than some of us live up to. But to un- 
derstand it all — comprehend it all, all of us have to go to that 
of which the other is a continuance and enlargement. By the 
words of the commission alone who could understand it, but 
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for the practices and principles and history of the parties in- 

» 

volved? Water is not named in the commission. Why not 
baptize with wine, classically as Plato uses it ? Why not with 
abuse^ as Alcibiades uses it ? It does not say a word about 
water — with water. Again — what are you going to teach 
them? Teach them all things whatsoever I have commanded 
you ? Did he command to organize a new church, legislate 
infants out ; and regard this as what was meant by receiving 
such little ones in my name ? Clearly enough the commission 
has to be interpreted in the light of existing facts — ^practices. 
Always among the Jews infant children were taken in with 
their parents. This none will deny. In discipling adults from 
Gentiles, in all cases their infants came in with them. They 
knew nothing else. Hence, no class is specified in the com- 
mission. There was no need of it whatever. Baptizing them 
— whom ? It does not specify (1) men, (2) nor women^ (3) 
nor boys,(4) nor girls — (^5) nor children. It is the commission of 
one who acts on the plain principles of common-sense and com- 
mon honesty. As they had been taught for over three years that 
the great first task was reforming, elevating, arousing the 
membership of the church, so now, having a goodly start, the 
purified, purged church, bring into it the Gentiles. All are 
now to be held as on a common level — one new man or ele- 
ment. For over three years we have taught Jews — all have 
had a chance — all rejecting me are now declared ex-communi~ 
cate — the veil is rent — all are now to come in alike — Jew and 
Gentile. 

N'ow, Dr. A. Campbell trulj^ tells us that during the whole 
of the Apostolic age infant circumcision was practiced. We 
learn as much. Acts xv. 1-21, and xxi. 

Now this being so— 

1. It was a recognition of the fact that the old church of 
God was not destroyed, but continued. 

2. That infants were still recognized as members of the 
church. There is no way of evading the force of these facts. 
How could the Apostolic church still continue to circumcise 
all their male infants as had been the case, during the first 
century till near its close at least, yet regard their infants as 
no part of the church ? 
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We ha^e now met all on earth the Doctor has named. We 
ba^e swept it all away as chafl* before the wind. What uext 
will he get up ? Evidently nothing better ; for we are now 
late in the thbd day on this question. My points are estab- 
lished — ^fixed. Not a stake has he shaken — not a cord has he 
broken, not a stone has he jostled. Look now at our position. 
We Btarted out showing there was a church long centuries be- 
fore Christ came in the flesh. We then analyzed the whole 
question of church existence and machinery. We showed it 
was the effect of the espousal of great truths — embracing 
Christ in faith in which act men were saved. As faith in 
God is the great stay of heart and life, it is all important to 
have the same developed in infancy — faith and love of truth 
God gave man the promise of redemption — Christ was the 
means-^~the pledge and ratifier of the covenant of salvation. 

All who had sinned and done wickedly could be restored 
by embracing the promise of this Covenant, Jesus Christ, 
by faith. Such parties are most naturally drawn into sympa- 
thy and co-operation for the good of their common kind. All 
who embraced the Promised Seed were God's spiritual family 
— church — ^'^called" from sin and death to purity. But they 
had to undergo all this to become as innocent before God and 
morally fit for heaven as infants, through the Covenant of Re- 
demption, were without those processes. As faith transforms 
the soul, they are taught to believe in God, and as they grow 
up take hold upon God, and are morally developed into His 
moral image in the active virtues and sanctifying powers of 
religion. They are his church, wherever any number of these 
believers choose they meet, organize •themselves together — 
there is a church visible. Such organized form is seen in 
Moses' day. They worship — have officers in the church as 
we have now. They have synagogues aild temple where they 
meet, sing, praise, read, hear God's word, pray. 

We examined into the church visible and invisible. All 
was found intact. They had rules for expulsion of members 
and ministers and enforced them well at times, laxly at times, 
just as we now do. Bad men got in then, do so now. Good 
men deplored those evils then, as often you read in the Pro- 
phets — so they do now. 
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Infants were recognized as in that church always. It was 
God's economy. Christ came — found that state of things — he 
never put the infants out. To a people who had always had 
infants in the church, which in his day and for centuries be- 
fore, was often called the kingdom of God — to a people whose 
infants were always in the church, Christ said of little children 
brought in the arms of their mothers — called by Luke " in- 
fants" — '* of such is the kingdom of heaven." "He that 
receiveth one such little one in my name receiveth me." Does 
• that look like rejecting them — putting them out? 

We will, in our next speech, take up the history of Infant 
Baptism after the Apostolic age, and hear the testimony of the 
fathers of the earlier ages of the church, after Apostolic his- 
tory ceases. 

Now, again, we demand chapter and verse just as we give. 
We have relied on no inference, however just, as to (1) the 
Church ; (2) infants in it ; (3) their receiving the appropriate 
ordinances of the church. We gave chapter and verse for 
aU — for every point. You say (1) that Church ceased, (2) a 
new one was organized, (3) on radically different principles, 
(4) legislating infants out. Give us plain, emphatic "thus saith 
the Lord" for all of that. Surely if it is so important to make 
it plain, undoubted that they were in — as yon all agree — in so 
poor a church as you make out the one God had for 4000 
years, the rejection of them from so pure and admirable a 
church will be named. Give us chapter and verse. — [ TYme out. 
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DR. GRAVES' SEVENTH REPLY. 

Mr. President. — I come now to examine the character of 
material John prepared for the Lord — for of like material the 
entire building is to be composed. 

1. Did John baptize unbelievers and infants — or believ- 
ers ONLY? 

Notice the characters he addressed. They were all church 
members — according to your teachings — for they were all cir- 
cumcised, and members of the Jewish commonwealth, which 
you call a church, unless you will surrender your church 
identity theory with the covenants, and you must for without the 
covenants of the Old Testament you cannot get a foundation for 
anjnhingto call a church — you ought to give it up in very 
word as vou did the covenants. 

But what you denominate the Jewish church, was eLpoUfico- 
religious organization, of which all the natural descendants of 
Abraham, together with the slaves purchased by them, were 
members by virtue of such relationship and purchase. Of 
this "church," idolaters among the Jews, every vile and abomin- 
able character, the murderers of the prophets and of the Son of 
God, as well as David and Samuel, Anna and Simeon, were 
legal members. This is what the old ' church' was. Was it 
what Christ evidently designed the "new man," or church 
to be? 

What is the nature of religion under the New Testament ? 
Is it not elective? Is it not a matter of personal^ voluntary choice 1 
Does it not require a conscious^ voluntary obedience to every 
requirement ? Is not every command of Christ addressed to 
the individual directly ? Must he not under&tatid it, and obey 
or disobey it ? Is not every duty it enjoins a personal duty, 
which the individual must discharge himself; and which can- 
not be discharged for him by another — much less when he is 
unconscious of the duty ? If the Romish priest may not per- 
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form penance for the unconscious dead^ no more may the 
Protestant perform baptism or any other religious duty for the 
unconscious infant. But to be baptized and to unite one's 
self to the Christian church are religious duties, and are there- 
fore addressed to Christians and to the individual. Religion, 
therefore, being elective and purely a personal matter between 
the individualand Christ, and not between Christ and the 
parent and priest for the child, and requiring as it does, in 
every instance, a conscious, voluntary obedience, we are driven 
to the conclusion that the baptism and church member- 
ship of unconscious infants form no part of the religion of 
Christ, and we may expect to find his churches composed of 
professed believers only. While on the other hand, if baptism 
and church membership, are hereditary and national, we may 
look for national churches — like the Jewish — embracing athe- 
ists, infidels, idolaters and murderers in its world-wide com- 
prehensiveness. 

Mark the preaching of John. 

The first sentence that fell from his lips transformed religion 
from a national and proxorial, to an individual and elective af- 
fair, and thus abolished Judaism from thenceforth. " Repent 
ye," said the Harbinger, not nationally but personally^ each one 
of you for himself, for the kingdom of heaven, not a Jewish king- 
dom, but something different and distinct from that — a new dis- 
pensation, the Messianic kingdom is at hand. This command 
was laid upon all who were to become members of the new 
kingdom. 

ITow conies the decisive test. The Pharisees and Sadduoees 
(as Elder Ditzler would have done) came and demanded bap- 
tism at his hands, under the impression that John's baptism 
belonged to the legal dispensation or old Abrahamic church 
and being included in that, they claimed his baptism, not 
by virtue of re/)e/i^aw(?e, but by their relation to Abraham and 
his Covenant, and the old Church— the very reasons the advo- 
cates for infant baptism urge for their practice now. We see, 
then, that this great question, which now convulses the church, 
was clearly presented by the Jews, and as clearly decided by 
John. The issue was, •' Did John's ministry belong to the 
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old dispensation, and was baptism but a substitute for circum- 
cision ? If so, then every Jew, man, aind male infant, (and no 
others) had an undoubted right to it, and John did wrong to 
forbid their rightful reception of his baptism, an4 thus repu- 
diate their just claims and title. But he did most positively 
deny the identity of his mission with the old Jewish economy, 
and taught that he came a Harbinger of a new order of things 
—Messiah's kingdom — in which relationship to believing 
parents, though that parent were Abraham himself, gave no 
right or title to his baptism; and he distinctly taught them 
the new kingdom he came ta usher in, was radically distinct 
from the old. Hear his address, as I can well imagine it : 

*' You urge in vain your relationship to Abraham. This relationship 
does not one whit improve your moral nature. Gkxi can transform these 
stones around me, into beings, with as holy natures as Abraham's blood 
descendants. You mistake the nature of the kingdom I come to intro- 
duce. It is is not a national Church like the Jewish Israel, that Messiah 
comes to establish, and set up but a spiritual kingdom, composed of spirit- 
ual and holy persons only. Under the old order, the many wicked and 
ungodly were found with the few righteous and obscured their light, the 
barren and iU-bearing trees cumbered the ground and shaded out the good 
trees : but Messiah will not allow this in his kingdom — ^he wiU lay tht^ 
ax unto the roots of all the trees without favor or distinction, and the 
trees bearing good fruit alone will be aUowed to stand, while all others 
will be rejected. He wUl thus make his true people evident to the world.*' 

"He wiU not allow his floor to be unpurged — the chaff mingled with the 
wheat— but comes to purge it thoroughly, and the ^ heat alone will be 
gathered into his garner— that the prophecy of David (Ps. 1) may be ful- 
filled, that "sinners shaU not stand in the oongregeUion of the righteous.'' 
Before you can claim my baptism, or share in the blessings . of this king- 
dom, to which my preaching and baptism are prerequisite, you must re- 
pen^, each one of you, and give me good evidence of your repentance, 
and then you may receive at my hand the baptism of repentance,** 

Such, in brief, was the teaching of John. He denied the 
alleged connection between the two churches and dispensa- 
sations, that a right to the former, conferred any title to the 
latter — and Baptists are the only people who teach the above doc- 
trines. 

The main pillar of proof for infant baptism now, is based 
upon this old exploded Judaistic theory of the identity of 
Covenants and churches^ and since infants were allowed to be 
circumcised under the old, they should be allowed to be bap- 
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tized under the new — unless we can show when their rights 
were cut off. 

Well, suppose we grant that the churches are the same, but 
at the coming of Christ he made some changes, revised the 
old constitution, as all Pedobaptists admit, where are we now 
to look for the laws to govern his kingdom, into the new con- 
stitution, (New Testament,) or back to the old constitution ? 
(Old Testament.) If into the New Testament, as every candid 
and intelligent man must admit, then the first sentence of the 
first law of the new constitution abolishes infant rights, John's 
pruning ax cuts them oft' forever — unless Elder Ditzler can find 
some suJbsequent special provision in their favor. This we have 
called upon him in vain to do. Why can he not find it? 

We are told that Jewish parents would have b«en shocked at 
the idea of leaving their infants out. Perhaps so; perhaps 
they were, and perhaps this was the very reason why they so 
universally rejected Christ. He came to set up a spiritual 
church, not a national one, and he required personal religion 
of all who entered it. Mose», and all the Prophets, had 
taught them that at the coming of Messiah a radical and com- 
plete change of things would be introduced, that old things 
were to pass away and all things to become new — and a new 
Covenant would be made, unlike the old, &c. (See Jer. xxxi. 
30-33) 

2. But it is certain that john Baptized no Infants. 

We have the charity to presume that no one will dare 
charge John with teaching one thing and practicing contrary to 
it. If he did not practice contrary to his teaching, he certain- 
ly baptized no unconscious infants^ since not on^ condition laid 
down by him could be met by infants, and he made no excep- 
tionsy and gave no warrant for proxy obedience. Infants could 
not hear or obey his message — and his message and mission 
were only to such as could hear and obey. They could not re- 
pent, or believe on a coming Messiah. N'or can you say that 
John did not interfere with their previous existing rights un- 
der the old Covenant, which were recognized in the new; 
for we have shown that he cut them off, and taught most em- 
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phatically that the old "church' with its parental relationship, 
gave them no right or title to his baptism. 

Here we stand upon firm and impregnable ground, and look 
from the first sermon of John to the first sermon of Christ, and 
see that the " people prepared" by him must have been all 
professed believers. 

John preached saying, ^^repent ye,'^ and required of them the 
proper evidences of their penitence. Those who furnished 
these evidences, and those afone, were baptized of him in Jor- 
dan, "confessing their sins." 

He rejected the Pharisees and lawyers, who did not give 
genuine evidence of repentance. 

Mark's testimony is: "John did baptize in the wilderness 
and preach the baptism of repentance [mark, not the baptism 
of remission but of repentance'] for the remission of sins, (making 
repentance the condition of the remission of sins, and not bap- 
tism), and they were all [i. e. who did repent] baptized of him 
in the river of Jordon, confessing their sins. 

'Paul says, Acts xix, 4: "John verily baptized with the 
baptism of repentance, saying unto the people that they should 
believe on him who should come after him, i. e. on Christ." 
They were then all professed believers. Not one particle of ev- 
idence can be wrested, by rack or torture, from the Sacred 
Record, to show that John baptized any but those giving evi- 
dence of repentance and professing faith in Christ. Se was 
not a Pedobaptist, 

3. John baptized in every case upon a profession or declara- 
tion on the part of the believer of his repentance^ and remission of sins 
vast; and Baptist ministers alone resemble him in this particular. 

Pedobaptists cannot baptize for this purpose, or how can they 
baptize infants ? The act of John's baptism was not to change 
the moral character of the subject, nor was it the procuring or 
instrumental cause of remission of sinSy as we understand Mr. 
Wesley. Was it not to secure this peculiar purification and 
moral fitness, which they understood by the Prophets would 
be required of Messiah's subjects, that the Pharisees and law- 
yers came to his baptism, and demanded it at his hands? 
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They did not understand the nature of the change, but were 
willing and anxious to secure it. If John administered bap- 
tism/or the remission of sins, they were the very persons to 
whom he should have administered it, and if a ivUliriffnesSj and 
even anxiety to be baptized, is a sufficient evidence of true re- 
pentance, as Ritualists teach, then had the Pharisees and 
lawyers true repentance, and John should have baptized them. 
But a willingness to be immersed is not sufficient evidence of 
true repentance and remission of sins. We find nothing in 
all John's teaching, or what is recorded of him, that he bap- 
tized for remission of sins — ^his was denominated the "bap- 
tism of repentance'^ — eiSj into the remission of sins. This 
expression denotes a declaration or profession of the fact that 
their sins had been remitted. See baptism eiSj into the Father, 
and Son, and Holy Spirit ; also, m, into Moses, ew, into Christ, 
m, into his death, ei5, into my name, etc. Therefore, John 
was no Ritualist. 

Eld. Ditzler's challenge is accepted. He says, he has shown 
that infants were in the Jewish church or old dispensation of 
the church, and he calls upon Baptists to show where they 
were rejected from the Christian church. I will show him. 

1. John rejected them from the "people" he prepared for 
Christ, which people Christ constituted into the first visible 
Christian church. When he demanded repentance of every 
one he baptized, he cut off infants as certainly as he did infi- 
dels. 

2. When he baptized only upon the confession of sins, he cut 
off infants. 

3. When he rejected the children of believing parents, the 
Jews pleaded they were the children of Abraham. John abol- 
ished all hereditary rights and privileges, and established those 
only belonging to character — the believer in Christ, and thus 
again he cut off infants. 

Now let me ask a few questions, not quite so easy of 
solution, perhaps, as yours. 

1. Has Christ anywhere required you to baptize the infants 
of professed believers, or of every family ? Is there a clear 
example of the baptism of the infant of any one ? 
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2. If 80, why can you not find one such command or exam- 
ple—one passage, that you can agree among yourselves, does 
teach or warrant it ? You have not done this ! 

3. But if you can find neither, why do you enjoin it as a 
Christian duty, and an ordinance of the Christian church ? Is 
it not adding to the Bible ? 

4. Is not the ordinance (or, as you call it, the sacrament,) 
of Christian baptism exclusively an ordinance of the New Tes- 
tament and ordained by Jesus Christ? If so, why go to the 
"church," as you call it, called into existence by t]ie covenant 
made with Abraham to find a law for infant baptism (sprink- 
ling) ? 

5. Did not the kingdom, or any of the kingdoms, of which the 
great image seen by Nebuchadnezzar was the emblem, exist 
anterior to the cutting out of the above mentioned stone? Or 
does not the expression, " Thou sawest, O King, until a stone 
cut out," etc., imply that the kingdom, or kingdoms, of which 
it {the image) was emblematical, did and should commence 
existence before " the stone " should be actually cut out ? See 
and read Dan. ii. 44-46. 

6. Now it is plain that the stone was cut out after the king- 
<loms were set up, and that it represented the Church of 
Christ. This true, the Christian church could not have ex- 
isted anterior to the time of Daniel. 

7. But had not the Abrahamic "church" been in existence, 
and was it not tJien in existence, at the time when Nebuchad- 
nezzar saw the stone which was cut out without hands ? 

8. If the Christian dispensation is a continuation of the 
Jewish, baptism only coming in the room of proselyte bap- 
tism, entitling the children of believing parents to Christian 
privileges, with what propriety could John refuse the Jews^ 
who were the children of Abraham, or the children of the 
Jews, any participation in his baptism ? 

9. If John's baptism and the economy under which he 
preached and baptized, was only substituted for th^ Jewish, 
why did he require repentance and faith as a condition in every 
subject he baptized — conditions which were not known in the 
Jewish economy, or Abrahamic church, and which cut off, 



720 The Great Carrollton Debate. 

with but one exception, all who were admitted into the Abra- 
hamic church by circumcision, Abraham being the only one 
ever circumcised as a profession or seal of his faith ? 

10. Did the Jews, the members of the Abrahamic church, 
(as you call it) consider their church, and that constituted by 
Jesus CAris^, as identical ? If so, why their hostility to and 
maltreatment of the members of Christ's church? 

11. If the Jewish church and the Christian church be the same 
church, or identical, how could John the Baptist with pro- 
priety say to the Jews, '* The Kingdom of Heaven is at hand," 
("has come."). How could he say " Aa« co/we," of that which 
has been in existence for thousands ot years ? 

12. If John's dispensation was neither the Jewish nor the 
Christian, neither the close of one the nor the beginning of the 
other, into what church did John initiate those whom he bap- 
tized? 

13. Jesus, Messiah, said of certain Jews, " Ye shut up the 
Kingdom of Heaven against men, for ye neither go in your- 
selves, nor suffer them who are entering to go in." If this 
kingdom, of which the Savior spake, was the Jewish church, 
and identical with the Christian church, were not those Jews 
already in the church? And, if so, how are we to understand 
the above language? 

14. If the Christian church is but a continuation of the 
Abrahamic or Jewish, why are not the odult children of be- 
lieving parents as much entitled to baptism as infants? And 
how can you get in Gentiles ? 

Will you please answer this? Adults by thousands and 
without faith were circumcised, and incorporated into the 
*' old church," why not in the new ? I ask you again : 

15. Is not the church or kingdom of Jesus Christ a spiritual 
organization,' designed to be composed of the saved, Christians 
only, not men of this world? If the theory of Pedobaptists, in 
relation to infant membership, was fully, practically carried 
out, amopg all people, tongues, kindreds, and nations of earth; 
as in Russia, Sweden and Austria, would not the church, in 
less than a century from this time, become co-extensive with 
the Nation or State, as in several of the European States? 
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Would there be an individual in human fijvm that would not 
be within the pale of this visible church? And then, how 
would the language of the Savior, " My kingdom is not of 
this world," longer remain true ? 

Then, while you would find the overwhelming mass of the 
population, ministers and priests, unregenerate and really un- 
believing as well as unregenerate, as in those countries men- 
tioned, yet being all baptized the law of the comjuission can- 
not be carried out, which is to disciple, i. 6., to make Christians 
fii Jt and then baptize. The law would thus be inverted, and 
so perverted and subverted by the theory. 

My friend's reply is a very lame one, viz: If all were converted, 
the commission could not be carried out. This is an impossible 
supposition, for there are one or two depraved beings born every 
second — beings who cannot be addressed under the commis- 
sion until accountable for sins, ten or fourteen years of age, and 
thus while the race multiplies, the Gospel must needs be 
preached, men discipled, baptized etc. But Elder Ditzler puts 
it out of the power of every child he baptizes, so far as his 
church can do it, to obey Christ in baptism. He is told he 
was baptized in infancy, and no Pedobaptist church will per- 
mit him to render voluntary obedience to Christ and observe 
the order of His law 

Refutation. 

Arg. XXTTJ. Any ordinance that makes void the express command of 
Christ, must be a tradition of men — ^for men's traditions invariably make 
void the law of God — ^and are sinful. 

But the baptism of all infants, as the Methodists teach, would make 
null the command to baptize believers. 

Ergo — ^Infant baptism is a human tradition, and sinfiil in the sight of God. 

Abg. XXIV. (1) Christian Baptism is, in every case, an act of intelli- 
gence and voluntariness, 

(2). The Baptism of an unconscious infant is an act of ignorance and 
constraint, never of intelligence and voluntariness. 

(3). Ergo, In&nt Baptism is in no case Christian Baptism. 

Abg. XXV. (1). Any religious act that is not of faith, is displeasing 
to God—" Without faith it is impossible to please God." 

(2). Infant Baptism is a religious act that is not of faith, nor can be 
said to be of £Euth in either parent or infant, since there is no command 
for, or promise attached to it, or knowledge on the part of the infant. 

(3). Therefore, Infant Baptism must be displeasing to God. 
45 
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Abg. XXVI. (1. If Infeint Baptism were an institution of Christ for 
some specific purpose, then Pedobaptists could not l)e at a loss, or would 
not differ about the grounds of the right of infants to baptism. 

(2). But they are at a great loss, and they can not agree either npon 
what authority to desire it or the purpose for which it was given. Ergo, 

Among the many reasons for baptizing an infant I notice 

the following : 

1. It is to wash away Original Sin as Wesley and the Methodist Epis* 
copal Church teaches. [See Doctrinal Tracts, '' Wesleyana,'' and her 
Ritual.] 

2. It is their right by the Abrahamic Covenant 

3. They have a right of their own fidth, superinduced. 

4. On the faith of their parents. 

5. On the flEdth of their sureties. 

6. That the Church can give them the right 

7. On Apostolic tradition. 

8. On the inferred authority of Scriptures. 

9. On the silence of the Scriptures. 

10. Bdbause the infants of believing parents are bom pure or holy — ^and 
therefore entitled to it. 

11. Because they are bom members of the Church, and therefore enti- 
tied to it 

12. Because Baptism is a sacrament, a Divinely appointed means of 
grace, and should be withheld from none, young or old.. M. E. Church. 

13. Because it is a seal of the Covenant of Grace, out of which no one 
can be saved. 

14. It produces for the child, though unconscious, the regeneration of 
the Holy Spirit, and creates it a member of Christ, an heir of God, and 
an inheritor of the Kingdom of Heaven. 

15. Because without it there is no certain promise to any one to enter 
heaven. 

15. Because as Neander teaches, though the Scriptures do not enforce it, 
and are indeed sUent about.it, yet it is in accordance with the Spirit of 
Christianity. 

(3). Therefore In£ant Baptism is not an institution of Christ 
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DR. DITZLER'S EIGHTH SPEECH. 

• 

Gentlemen Moderators : — ^In presenting the History of 
Infant Baptism after the death of the apostles, we quote the 
celebrated Tertullian fitst aB witness, because, 1st — ^All truth- 
ful men agree that he named it as an existing institution in his 
day, and even the bitterest opponents confess it. Thus, A. 
Campbell, in his maturest work. Christian Baptism, pages 269, 
355, twice in substance repeats, thus : " Tertullian, the first 
who mentions infant baptism, ' etc. Dr. Qtile, Baptist, who 
writes to answer Wall, says : " As to his express mention of 
Infant Baptism, when he opposes it, that does not necessarily 
argue," etc. ; Wall, xi. 345, Oxford edition, 1862, in 2 vols. 

2d — ^Because he is claimed by all Baptists who hold to the 
so-called succession theory, as a Baptist. Orchard, 33 ; Ford, 
152 ;, Waller, Benedict, etc. " He, as a Baptist, stood," etc. ; 
Orchard 33. 

3d — ^Because all parties acknowledge him to have been a 
scholar of great erudition, a learned lawyer, a trained rhetori- 
cian, and, all candid men admit, he was a sophist of the 
shrewdest kind. So Neander, vol. 1, 683, by Torrey. 

4th — Because he lived so near the apostolic age. He wrote 
his work on baptism about A. D. 190. John, the apostle, 
died about A. D. 101 or 102. Hence Tertullian wrote this 
part of his work about 88 or 89 years after John died ; after 
the close of the apostolic age. 

5th — ^We are bound to treat this part of history with the 
same degree of fairness and candor with which we treat all 
historic questions. The very historians and writers we will 
now quote, are largely our historic authorities for the most 
valuable facts in history and Christianity, and their testimony 
goes far to determine the very books of the New Testament 
itself. I could name parties who quote them shamefully. 

6th — I shall quote from the correct text, also, as given by 
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Pamelius, and by Gaigneus, his first editor, and not as in the 
corrupted copy of Kigaltius; see Wall, i; 61, 62; ii. 613 
especially. 

7th — To appreciate and understand Tertullian, we must 
understand his views of baptism. He Held that baptism was 
for the remission of sins ; that '* all waters * * * do, 
after invocation of God, attain the sacramental power of sanc- 
tification * , * * They imbibe , at the same time, the power 
of sanctifying :" ch. v. De Baptismo, p. 236, vol. 1. Hence 
he said, in the same paragraph we wish to quote — 

" For no less reason the unmarried should be kept off— [delayed— joro- 
crasUnandi] — ^who are likely to come* into temptation [or trial], as well as 
those who never were married^ upon account of their coming to, maturity ^ as those 
in widowhood for the miss of their pari;ner, until they either many, or 
are confirmed in continence." Wall, i. 58. 

Here Tertullian advises all young people, all widows, and 
unsettled persons, to refrain from baptism, lest they, through 
the many temptations and trials before them, sin after their 
baptism, and be lost. Will Dr. Graves endorse such sophistry ? 
Will Baptists do so ? 

These fundamental errors on baptism, as to its design and 
subjects, naturally led him to oppose infant baptism with still 
more zeal, as all these objections would bear with additional 
force against their baptism before whom all of life lay out in 
the future with all its trials and temptations. 

Here, then, are his words, in the same paragraph with the 
above : 

» 

" Therefore, according to the condition and disposition, yea, of the age 
also of such person, the delay of baptism is the more profitable. Yet 
more particulariy stiU [^prceeipue tamen"] in the case of little children. For 
what need can there be. except in case of necessity — si non tam-necesse — if 
not very necessary — i. e., danger of death, as elsewhere his meaning 
8hows,]that the godfathers should be brought into danger? for they also 
may either fail of their promises by death, or may be mistaken, by a 
child's proving of a wicked disposition. The Lord indeed said, ' Do not 
forbid them to come unto me.' Therefore, let them come when they are 
grown up ; let them come when they can understand : when they can 
be instructed to what they come. Let them be made Christians when they 
can know Christ. What need their guiltiess age hasten to the remission 
of sins * ♦ ♦ Let them know how to desire salvation," etc. Wall, L 
58 ; Giesler, i. 163. 
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1. Observe, now, that these little children are too young to 
give any " promise/' but godfathers do this for them. They 
are of guiltless age; too young to be guilty of wrong. They 
are too young to enable parents, etc., to discover what is their 
disposition ; not old enough to know what baptism is, nor to 
desire salvation. They are even too young to be instructed ; 
to know Christ. The term, parvuli, applied to them, is con- 
stantly applied by the Fathers of that period, to infants from 
four and eight days old to a year old, as well as to others several 
years old. 

2. Tertullian's opposition shows that Infant Baptism was 
then practiced in the church. He does not oppose it as a new 
thing; as an innovation; but as an existing practice. He is 
led to it by his theory as to baptism, and opposes all young 
people receiving it; much more little children without guilt. 

3. The manner of his opposition shows it to have been uni- 
versal in the church at that time — eighty-eight to eighty-uine 
years after the death of John. Look at the facts: Tertul- 
lian was a learned, brilliant lawyer, a fine rhetorician. He be- 
came the model, in style, to all Eoman ecclesiastics; even of 
the Koman church. He coped with the wits, orators and so- 
phists of Rome, in an age when her horizon was still aglow 
with the splendors of her declining glory. He was master of the 
best methods of argumentation, and would use the most tell- 
ing arguments within his reach. 

Had a respectable minority of the churches not baptized in- 
fants, infallibly certain it is that he would have at once point- 
ed to that as an important fact; reproached it as an innovation 
involving complete revolution, and raised a tempest of opposi- 
tion that would have crushed it. He would have asked them 
the grounds of their not baptizing infants. AH parties in that 
day, as Ifeander tells us, claimed apostolic precedent, for what 
they did. They would have pleaded, therefore, that they were 
the true followers of the church. Nay, no question one tenth 
as momentous, as revolutionary, involving such radical 
changes, infested the church, for the first three hundred years 
after Christ, as this — nay, in no one age of the past eighteen 
hundred yeara did a change take place involving so much of 



726 The Great Carrollton Debate. 

change in fandamental principles, as a change from " believers' 
baptism," in your sense of the word, to infant baptism. The 
church would have been rent the moment a party espoused it. 
A small party, as small they must have been, if so late an in- 
novation as all our opponents contend it was, would have been 
excommunicated at once ; and if they had gained strength 
and adherents, the world would have been filled with tlje din 
and clamor of both parties, as it was on all points of contro- 
versy. Had a majority not baptized infants, how triumphant- 
ly would Tertullian have appealed to that as a good reason ; 
yea, proof that it was not apostolic. 

He, soon after this, united with the Montanists, and became 
a distinguished leader. He wrote learned books, still discuss- 
ed and referred to baptism, but not a word about infant bap- 
tism. It cannot be claimed that his slight opposition bad 
checked it; for, by this time, Origen testifies to it in a 
manner that perfectly establishes its universality in his day, 
which was in the latter part of Tertullian's day; hence, 

4. Let us now bring in other facts; Origen was the most 
learned, the most extensive tourist, and therefore extensively 
informed of all the Fathers in the early centuries. His father 
was a Christian martyr. His grandfather and great-grand- 
father were Christians ; the latter, contemporary with the apos- 
tles. Origen was born A. D., 185 ; some eighty-four years af- 
ter John's death. He wrote A. D., 215. He was distinguished 
as a scholar when only twelve years old. He was fifteen years 
old when Tertullian espoused Montanism, and was perfectly 
femiliar with aftairs in North Africa, where Tertullian lived. 
His words, in due time, we will read. He testifies to the 
church's giving baptism to infants as a thing unquestioned, 
and adduces the universal fact to prove a peculiar dogma, as 
later, Augustine did. In a council, only thirty-eight years 
later, A. D., 253, in Carthage, sixty-six Bishojps unanimously 
decide that it is not necessary to delay baptizing infants till 
they are eight days old, that being the only issue involved in 
their case. Wall, 1, 79, 83; Cyprian Epis. 66. 

The decrees, speedy anathemas, and excommunications of 
those times, — the action of Victor, Bishop of Rome in the lat- 
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ter days of Irenseus, — show that all customs and peculiar views 
of parties were speedily communicated to all other parts in 
those days. The troubles on fast days in Asia at once came 
to Rome. See Eusebius' Hist. vol. v. ch. xxiv. Giesler's Eccle- 
siastijcal History, volume, i. pages 166-67. Victor excommu- 
nicated them on this small matter. Much agitation ensued. 
Is it not strange that the smallest change, the slightest differ- 
ence in practice, fasting oY keeping a feast on a different day 
should cause such a commotion over all the church, and yet 
such a radical revolution as this come in, and no one be able 
to trace whence, when and where it came in ? 

The best argument TertuUian could have used would have 
been to maintain that it was not apostolic. He would have 
said, "we can settle this matter. Let us consult those 
venerable men who heard Philip and John preach, and their 
immediate converts. They will tell us all about the matter." 
Plenty of men lived in Tertullian's day who were converts of 
the apostles. Thousands lived, and many preached, who 
were disciples of the immediate converts of the apostles. 
As he was so strongly opposed to infant baptism, he would 
have asked them and used their information with force ; 
crushing weight. Orchard, the enthusiastic Baptist historian, 
eulogizes IreuaBUS, Polycarp, Justin Martyr and Clement, of 
Alexandria, pages 23, 25, 26 seq., and attaches great import- 
ance to their silence on this subject. Let us carefully weigh 
these matters in view of that silence. Polycarp was a disciple 
and bosom friend of John for years. He visited Eome about 
A. D. 160, on ecclesiastical matters, fast days, etc. ; Giesler, 
vol. i. page 167 ; Eusebius, vol. v. p. 24. Justin Martyr was 
writing vigorously about A. D. 166, Irenseus, born about A. D. 
97, four or five years before John the apostle died, was reared 
under the care and instruction of John's bosom friend, Poly- 
carp, and often talked with Polycarp about John. All parties 
are agreed on these facts. See Orchard, 25, 15. Ignatius of 
Antioch, and Papias, disciples of John, come in here too — dis- 
tinguished writers and most pious. These men were all most 
zealous against heresies, and all innovation. They cover the 
entire space between the apostolic age and A. D. 180. By the 
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unanimous agreement of immersionists, infant baptism did 
not exist during this time. This brings us to within ten years 
of when Tertullian wrote his opposition to it. Ten years' space 
we have now. 

But remember Tertallian was then full thirty or thirty-five 
years old, and was from fifteen to twenty-five years old while 
mc^st of these men were John's disciples, else as Irenseus, 
a disciple of his disciple, born four years before John's death. 
Clemens Alexandrinus wrote his learned works about the 
same year Tertullian did, and often names baptism. Now ive 
appeal to every candid man, (1) how could such an innovation 
come in here without detection ?. (2) How could it spread far 
and wide throughout the whole church and not be detected ? 

Infant baptism, if not apostolic, implied, (1), a complete 
revolution of the whole doctrine of the church. This all can 
see. Hence it could not come in without producing fearful 
agitation. 

2. A radical revolution in the whole practice of the church. 
Was Tertullian too stupid, and all his associates claimed by 
Orchard, Benedict, Ford, etc., to see and oppose such with 
zeal and argument? Was the whole church so suddenly 
transformed, that in the short space of ten years she takes on 
such changes? Yet all writers remain as silent as the grave, 
while they fill the world with clamor about the smallest ques- 
tions and simplest issues. Not only did Irenseus write specially 
against heresies, A. D. 162 and 180, but the pious and learned 
Hippolytus, A. D., 220, writes a book on heresy and traces all 
the innovations he knew of. He is contemporary with Ter- 
tullian, Why does he not discover the heresy? But Origen, 
who at twelve years of age drew the attention of the learned 
by his wonderful powers of mind and proficiency, born A. D. 
185, wrote A. D. 215. His father was a Christian martyr of 
great piety. His grandfather and great-grandfather, contem- 
porary with the apostles, were Christians. 

Had Infant Baptism been brought in during this period, 
how could it have become universal between A. D. 190 and 
200 ? At fifteen years of age, Origen being then admired and 
sought after by learned nainisters, could easily have learned 
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it. Had it been practiced by only a minority of the churches, 
he would have known it. His parents and grand parents 
would have known it, running back even to the apostolic age. 
How does he speak of it ? He says : 

" Infants are also by the usage of the church, baptized. The church 
had from the apostles the iiijunction (tradition) to give baptism to infants. 
Infants are baptized for the forgiveness of sins. Of what sins? Or when 
have they sinned? Or how can any reason of the laver (baptism) in their 
case hold, but according to that sense that we mentioned even now? No 
one is free from pollution, though his life he but the length of one day 
upon earth. And it is for this reason : because, by the sacrament of bap- 
tism, the pollution of birth is taken away, that infants are baptized." 

Here, then, are the facts: it is absolutely impossible that 
Infant Baptism should have come in as an innovation and 
gotten a deep hold between John and the days of Irenseus, 
A. D., 162 to 167 or 180. That space is filled up with too 
many holy and .vigilant men. Marci<)n,Montanu8, Cerinthus, 
Basilides, etc., all come in as heretics, with many others in 
that period, but all the literature of those times — the very 
manuscript copies of the Bible — all history marked the advent 
of all these innovating sects, names, etc. Their heresies are all 
given elaborately, as might be expected. Then it has to 
come in between these: between A. D. 180, and A. D. 190, 
when Tertullian wrote against Infant Baptism, except in case 
of necessity — danger of death. But Tertullian was then a 
man of extensive knowledge, a shrewd and noted advocate and 
capable of observing surrounding events and making inquiry. 
He had been a Christian fully ten or twelve years, we pre- 
sume, before he wrote so learnedly on the Bible as he does. 
Yet under his very eyes the most radical of revolutions starts 
up; no one knows where, when, nor hpw, nor by whom; in 
%he short space of ten years, he thirty years old at that time, 
yet when he comes to oppose it incidentally, only driven to it 
by his peculiar views of baptism, which we all repudiate, he 
cannot find a man who agrees with him in his opposition; 
cannot even build up a sect on that point, and at once the 
practice is reversed in the church, and no one can tell how! 
All the great Fathers let it pass unnoticed; the whole church, 
many of whose ministers were born in apostolic days and suf- 
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ferred untold persecutions for Christ's sake, rushes into this 
revolutionizing heresy. Yet it cannot be traced ! In A. D., 
215, twenty-five years after this, the learned Origen finds it 
universal. In A. D., 253 and 266, bishops unanimously de- 
cree that it is not necessary to delay baptism even until the 
child is eight days old. Augustine says the whole body of 
the church, in the case of little infants baptized, who cer- 
tainly cannot yet believe, or confess, etc., that which the whole 
church practices; Wall, vol 1, p. 164. Pelagius never heard 
of any one denying it. Ceelestius declares that infants 
(infantes) are by the law of the whole church baptized (secun- 
dum regulam universalis ecclfesife — Sym.Rag. 1, Giesler, vol. 
1, p. 334). J^ay, as Wall triumphantly proves, there never 
was, Tertullian excepted, an open, or defined, or organized 
opposition to Infant Baptism, till A. D., 1522. Kot a single 
fact can be found that is reliable, supporting any other oppo- 
sition to it, than TertuUian's till A. D., 1522 anywhere. 

Paulicians, Manichees or Manicheeans, refused baptism to 
all parties ; would not baptize anybody. This was not opposi- 
tion to Infant Baptism. Hence the assertions of Robinson, 
Danvers, Orchard, 35, 36, 49, 69, as samples, are a shame and 
disgrace to the name of history. 

But Tertullian is not the first who refers to Infant Baptism 
as an existing and recognized fact. The way in which he 
alludes to it as shown, proves it to have been universally 
practiced A. D. 190. It could not have crept in between 
Irenseus, A. D. 180 and 190 — in ten years for the reasons 
given, and not met fearful opposition and exposure. It ex- 
isted, then, before Irenseus. Nay, Irenseus clearly refers to it, 
though he uses a word very commonly used then for baptized, 
viz : regenerate. 

Too early the converts from heathenism began to attach to 
l^aptism a mystical virtue, as Neandershowsand their writings 
demonstrate, (see Tertullian De Baptismo, vol. 1, chapter v. 
page 236; chapter iv. page 232, translated by Alexander, 
Roberts and Donaldson and Louisville Debate, pages 570-571,) 
and attributed more and more virtue to the outward ordinance 
until, at last, they boldly declare baptism, the grace of God 
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co-operating to effect with it regeneration, to be for remission, 
and the ordinary naeans of regeneration. Hence, Irenseus, 
born while the apostle John yet lived, uses regenerate for bap- 
tise, as Wall and A. Campbell so clearly demonstrate. The 
latter says : 

^'All the apostolic Fathers, all the pupils of the apostles, and all the 
ecclesiastical writers of note, of the first four centuries, whose writings 
have come down to us, alluded to and spoke of Christian imniersion(bap- 
tism) as the regeneration and remission of sins spoken of in the New Tes- 
taments—Mil. Harb. extra. 1830, page 28. 

Substantially the same sentiment will frequently be found in 
his Christianity Restored and Christian System. Justin Mar- 
tyr speaks so clearly here — ^A. D. 140, he died about 166. that 
he cannot be misunderstood. Candidates "are brought by us 
to where there is water, and are regenerated in the same man- 
ner in which we ourselves were regenerated, for they then re- 
ceive the washing with water in the name of God the Father," 
etc. 

Irenseus uses regeneration repeatedly for baptism. Here are 
his words as to infants : "For he came to save all by himself; 
all, I say, who by him are regenerated ( i. e. baptized ) unto 
God, infants (infantes) and children, and youth, and elder 
persons." Well saj^s the candid and patient Dr. Wall, that it 
"cannot be doubted by any that are at all acquainted with the 
books of those ages" that the word regenerate here signifies 
baptism. Here is a witness that was born four years before 
John the apostle died ; who lived in the neighborhood of his 
later labors ; who for long years was instructed by John's 
bosom friend, Polycarp, and tells of his many interviews with 
him, and how Polycarp often talked of the venerable apostle 
whom Jesus loved. He distinctly alludes to infant baptism as 
a practice well understood, and needing no detailed comment. 
To suppose that he spoke of infants as regenerated to God in 
the same connection in which he narretes that of older people 
and all ages, and not including baptism, is infinitely absurd, 
when we know his style of language and that of his age. But 
our opponents are compelled to deny, gainsay, raise a dust, 
and dodge the best way possible ; for to admit Irenseus' tes- 
timony in the form it is, as proving infant baptism, is to give 
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up everything; for living contemporary with so many of the 
ministers ordained by the apostles, and under the care of John's 
favorite disciple, Polycarp, and seeing that the language 
assumes it as a matter as well understood and by all admitted 
as the baptism of all other ages, it is admitting it to be aposto- 
lic. Hence our opponents become desperate here, and make 
very wild assertions. 

^Historically, it is, therefore, absolutely certain that infant 
baptism did not begin between the apostolic age and Tertul- 
lian, Origen aiid Cyprian. Therefore, it was apostolic. — TH,me 
out,'] 
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DR. GRAVES' EIGHTH REPLY. 

Mr. President : — I now notice the ministry of Christ and 
his apostles, from his baptism until he gave the last commis- 
sion. 

The question to be settled is : 

Did Christ during His public ministry commaktd to bap- 
tize ANY BUT believers, OR, DID HiS DISCIPLES BAPTIZE ANY BUT 
THOSE THEY HAD DISCIPLED BY TEACHING ? 

The record of his baptisms during the three and one-half 
years of his ministry is as explicit as it is brief. 

"He made and baptized more discipks than John, though he 
baptized not but his disciples." — Jno. iii. 22; xxix..6. 

. I call the attention of Eld. Ditzler to these facts stated — 

1. They were disciples whom he is said to have baptized — 
and there can be no discipleship without previous instruction 
and faith. 

2. That the making or discipling preceded the baptizing 
of them, Jesus made and baptized — not baptized and made. 
The priority is important — that Jesus baptized none but be- 
lievers is readily conceded by all Commentators not merely 
partisan. 

T. Scott. — "The baptism of Jesus was, doubtless, of adults alone."— 
Com. on John ill. 22-24. 

Abp. Newcome. — "I suppose it granted that Jesus could not^make dis- 
ciples without instructing them in the nature of !£[is kingdom." — Dura, of 
our Lord's Min. p. 58. 

M. Henby. — ^^He made disciples: He prevailed with many to embrace 
His doctrine, and to follow Him as a teacher from Gk)d. . . He baptized 
those whom He made disciples ; admitted them by washing them with 
water ; not Himself, but by the ministry of His disciples." — Com. on John 
iv. 1, 2. 

R. Watson— "Our Lord's baptism by His disciples was administered to 
those Jews that believed on Him as the Messias ; all of whom, like the 
apostles, waited for a fliller developement of His character and offices." 
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"The disciples" baptized " in the name of Jesus, which was a profession of 
faith in Him as the Messiah. "—Theol. Ins. vol. iv. p. 415; Expo, of Matt 
xxviii. 19. 

DB; a. Beith — "John baptized into the fidth of the Messiati who was 
to come, and pointed out His person to the multitude. Jesus baptized into 
the faith of himself, as having actually come.'* — Christ our Life, p. 447. 

Db. D. Davidson— "It is particularly noticed, that Jesus baptized not 
those who professed to believe in Him, but His disciples." "The baptism 
enforced by John . . . most probably was of the same nature as that of 
Jesus, a rite observed in token of repentance an$i faith in the immediate 
appearance of Messiah's kingdom." — Com. on John iv. 1-6. 

Dr. a. Babnes— "As they were displeased with John, so they were 
with Jesus, who was doing the same thing on a larger scale— not only 
making disciples, but baptizing also." — Com. on John iv. 1. 

Db. W. Smith — "Baptism was even during our Lord's earthly ministiy 
the formal mode of accepting His service and becoming attached to "Hia 
company." — ^Bib. Die. Art. Bap. 

Db. HaTiTiKY— "We do not maintain, as do many, that our Lord on 
this occasion instituted Christian baptism, for the apc^tles under His au- 
thority had previously administered it to great multitudes of the Jews" 
(vol. X. p. 65). He also says that "the opinion of the Pharisees," who 
"had heard that Jesus made and baptized more disciples than John," ^ was 
that baptism was the sign of discipleship" (vol. x. p. 100); from which I 
should infer that they knew it not as "the designation of catechumens," 
that is, of " the unbaptized youth under religious instruction" (vol. xv. p. 
106). Such a revelation respecting baptism had not then been given. 

It is claimed that Christ's blessing the little children at one 
time brought to Him and declaring, "of such is the kingdom 
of heaven," is positive testimony that little children, infants, 
then belonged to His church and this is to baptize in&nts. 
"We think it is proof positive to the contrary. 

13. "And they brought young children to him, that he should touch 
them ; and his disciples rebuked those that brought them, 

14. "But when Jesus saw it^ he was much displeased, and said unto them. 
Suffer the little children to come unto me, and forbid them not; for of 
such is the kingdom of Gk>d. 

16. "Verily I say unto you. Whosoever shall not receive the kingdom 
oi God as a little child, he shall not enter therein. 

16. "And he took them up in his arms, put hU hands upon them, and 
Uessed them." — Mark x. 

Let us see what we can learn from the whole statement. 

1. "They brought young children to Him" — for what 
object ?— it is expressed— not to be baptized— but " thai He^hoidd 
touch them^' — but grant that it was to baptize them. 
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2. ''The Apostles rebuked them that brought them." There 
could have been no infant baptism prior to this date, or the 
Apostles would have. known it — for they were the only admin- 
istrators, and would have been as delighted as the Methodist 
ministers now are to see them come. 

These Apostles, had they been Pedobaptists, would not 
have refused baptism to the little infants. None but Baptists 
do this, and these Apostles were Baptists, for they were bap- 
tized by a Baptist/ preacher, and they knew nothing about 
infant baptism, or infant rites, under the New Dispensation. 

8. Christ did not institute infant baptism here, and there 
would have been the place, if he intended it to be observed. He 
did not tell His Apostles to baptize these, nor hereafter to 
baptize others, but he simply put his hands on them and 
blessed them, and He did not tell His Apostles to do this nor 
his churches, nor ministers, in after ages, to observe it. 

4. But he rebuked his disciples for finding fault with those 
who brought these children — and he did say, " of such is the 
Kingdom of Heaven." 

What did he mean by the phrase ? Evidently not children 
physically, in size and years; otherwise none but such should 
compose his church — no adults; and when they grew up into 
man and womanhood, thev would have to be excluded. This 
proves too much. Then he meant in some likehood. 

Let Christ explain it : 

"For verily I say unto you, except ye be converted and become as little 
children, ye shall not enter into the Kingdom of Heaven. Whosoever, 
therefore, shall humble himself as this little child j the same is greatest," etc. 

"Whoever shall not receive the Kingdom of God as a little child, he 
shall not enter therein.'' 

" Except a man be born again" — then he is a little child — 
an infant indeed, and fit to enter the Church of Christ. 

These passages, therefore, teach that there is such a resem- 
blance, or relationship between a child-like spirit, and ,the 
Church of Christ, as makes the possession of one the condi- 
tion of the other. 

What would not Eld. Ditzler give if he could find here in 
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his Syriac version, or Arabic even, or Ethiopia, the word 
amad instead of eulogei that like a sword, cuts off the very 
neck of his theory ? 

I add a few opinions of the most eminent Pedobaptists 
touching this transaction, men who had their use of infant 
baptism to defend, as Eld. Ditzler has his, but they were can- 
did, and felt bound to confess the truth. 

Bp. Taylor,— " From the acyon of Christ^s blessing infants, to infer 
they are to be baptized, proves nothipg so much as that there is q. want of 
better argument. The conclusion would be with more probability derived 
thus : — Christ blessed infants, and so dismissed them, but baptized them 
not; therefore infants are not to be baptized" (Lib, of Prop., p. 326). — This 
is at least a forcible argument which Bp. T. thinks the Baptist can adduce. 

M. PooiiE. — " We must take heed we do not found infant baptism upon 
the example of Christ in this text ; for it is certain that He did not baptize 
these children." — Anno,^ on Matt. xix. 14. 

Dr. Macknight says : Suffer little children to come unto Me, and fo bid 
them noty—for of such is the kingdom of Qod, The church of God on earth 
and His kingdom in heaven, is composed of persons who resemble little 
children." — On Matt. xix. 13: 

W. BuRKiTT.—" They were brought unto Jesus Christ: but for what 
end? Not to baptize them, but to bless them. . . . Christian baptism was 
not instituted. John's baptism was the baptism of repentance, of which 
infants were incapable." — Com. on Matt. xix. 13-15. 

Db. Doddridge — "I acknowledge these words of themselves will not 
prove infant baptism to be an institution of Christ." — Note, on Matt. xix. 14. 

Dr. LANGE,on "of such is the kingdom of heaven," says: "According 
to the parallel passages in Mark and Luke, it must also be regarded as a 
symbol of a child-like spirit, just as baptism itself is the type of personal re- 
generation'^ — Com., on Matt. xix. 13-15). — And yet Dr. L. sees " the un- 
child-like spirit of Baptists;" and that "the children of believers are 
admitted into the kingdom of heaven ; " while " Baptists ignore the possi- 
bility of faith as a seed in ihe heart of infants ! " 

Dr. L. Woods says: "No one pretends that the children spoken of in 
this passage were brought to Christ for baptism, or that the passage affords 
direct proof of infant baptism." — On Bap., p. 75. 

I now meet the question, by the only law for baptism in the 
Bible, and boldly affirm 

Infant Baptism Forbidden by the Commission. 

This, Eld. Ditzler says, " is the only law for the baptism of 
any one." The baptism of believers is specifically instituted 
here, but no other character is mentioned, and therefore for- 
bidden. 
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I will only allude to the prohibitory character of the law 
here, as I reserve its full discussion for the ^fth proposition. 
It is the province of positive law to exclude what it does not 
specifically include. I will illustrate this. Suppose the gov- 
ernment should commission officers to raise a regiment of 
soldiers, and the or4er read — ^' enlisting men six feet high, 
and between the years of eighteen and forty." Would those 
officers not know exactly what to do ? Would they not violate 
that order should they enlist men five feet eleven inches ? Would 
they not violate it, should they enlist men seventeen years and 
eleven months, or forty one years old ? They would, for the 
simple reason, that positive law excludes what it does not 
specifically include. 

I appeal to these farmers before me. You unite and send 
your order to McCormick for one thousand dollars* worth of his 
reapers, and he sends you the reapers, but adds two thousand 
dollars' worth of his threshers also, and the bill, demanding 
immediate payment, would you pay it ? Why ? You know 
that he sent them without your authority, and contrary to it, 
for when you specified reapers, you forbade him to send 
threshers, suppose he should bring suit for his money, and 
plead that he was authorized, because you did not expressly 
tell him not to do so— do you think there could be twelve 
men found in Missouri, who would render a verdict for him 
on this plea ? Christ said, baptize believers, disciples— did he 
not forbid us to baptize unbelievers, or non-believers, and those 
incapable of being discipled ? Christ commanded ^^ disci- 
ples '' to be baptized, says Matthew, and Mark says he speci- 
fied " believers " — both characters imply a previous teaching, to 
the extent of accepting Christ as a personal Savior. What 
right, or what authority does this law give Elder Ditzler to 
baptize one untaught or unbdieving f To do so, would be to 
palpably violate the plain letter of the commission, that a 
child can understand, as well as a Judge of the Supreme Court, 
Elder Ditzler never did sprinkle an infant except in open vio- 
lation of this law. But to baptize an un- or nonrbeliever first, 
and then to teach after, is to invert the order of the law, which 
is to pervert and nullify its intent. 
46 
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Blackstone and all j arista will tell you that the order of law 
is inviolable — for it is the law itself. A sait or indictment not 
brought in due order, or by the prescribed process is quashed 
and thrown out No judge will hear the case unless brought 
in due form of law. 

The Lawgiver in. Zion, for wise purposes, has established 
Repentance, Faith and Baptism in the Kingdom of Grace. 

What right have churches or ministers to invert this order 
and teach baptism, faith and repentaince ? He has command- 
ed Discipleship, Baptism, and the Lord's Supper. 

How presumptuously impious to teach men to administer 
the supper first, then Baptism and then to attempt to disciple — 
administering the sacred ordinances to unregenerate sinners, 
which can only be rightly observed by Christians who can 
spiritually discern the Lord's body ! Establish this manner of 
treating the order of law, and apply it to the affairs of your 
business, and see how it will work. You order your hands 
to go break up a piece of prairie, sow it in oats and harrow 
them thoroughly. They go forth and sow first, then break up 
and harrow. Or you order them to clear a piece of new 
ground, burning oft* the timber, sowing it in wheat, and they 
first sow the wheat and then clear and burn upon it! 

Apply it as you will, to invert the order of your commands 
is to pervert and nullify them. We may not dare to treat the 
laws of our king in this way. When he specifies what is to 
be done and the order, we may not either do something else 
or do it in a difterent order. We disobey him in either case. 
And why should we wish to do it. If he has not told us to 
baptize our children, why should we desire to do it? Doing 
it without his express command is an act of will worship — it 
is doing <nir will and not his will. We can only know his will 
from his word. 

But he has not, within the lids of his Revealed Word, com- 
manded infants to be baptized, and it is certain it contains no 
example of the baptism of an infant, no reward for doing it, 
no censure for leaving it undone ; and how can Eld. Ditzler 
imagine that it is his will? What right has he to intimate 
it? But these facts, and they are stern facts, show that Infant 



Infant Baptism. 739 

Baptism is not only unauthorized, but forbidden by the very 
language of the commission. There is not a judge on a bench 
in all this land, who possesses common intelligence and hones- 
ty who would not, under oath, rule that this only law for bap- 
tizing any one, forbids the baptism of one incapable of believing 
or even hearing the Gospel. That judge will tell you that 
this commission no more includes idiots or unconscious in- 
fants and unbelieving children than it does bells and asses, 
and graveyards and church houses that the Catholics 
sprinkle in the name of the Trinity, as they do infants, and up- 
on the same authority — that of the Romish church. I would 
to-day a thousand times rather baptize horses and bells and 
graveyards than infants. 

The teaching and exampU'of the Apostles do not authorize but for- 
bid the practice of Infant Baptism. 

The first record of Apostolic baptism we have is at Pente- 
cost. Who were baptized at this time ? The heads of families 
who believed with all their children. Here was the place and 
this the occasion to have carried the commission to baptize 
infants into practice, if Christ had given them authority 
to do so. 

Here is where they did baptize infants if anywhere. But 
if they did teach it or practice it, the Holy Spirit is not a faith- 
ful chronicler of the Acts of the Apostles. To say they did is 
to impeach the faithfulness of the Holy Ghost. If Christ had 
commanded the Apostles, if he in any way had authorized 
them to baptize infants with their parents, and they did not 
preach it or practice it here, they were not faithful to their 
Master. Why will you tenaciously cling to a practice that in- 
volves such results ? To suppose it practiced, impeaches the 
fidelity of the Holy Spirit ; if authorized by Christ and not 
practiced, that of the inspired apostles ! ! 

But I afiirm they did not with all these 3000, baptize an in- 
fant or unbeliever J but only those "who gladly received the 
word which they had heard, for when the Holy Spirit says 
" they that gladly received the word were baptized," it by log- 
ical implication says, none but such were baptized. Now read the 
last verse. Who were added to the Church daily during this 
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great revival ? Not, as our version unfortunately reads, "such 
as should be saved," but those who are saved — ^i. e., " the saved.^' 
I have not often corrected our common version, and when I 
have, it is to give you a literal primary meaning, instead of a 
secondary or figurative one. You will bear me witness that I 
have strictly adhered to the Rules of Interpretation, to which 
we both assented the first day. I have in every case insisted 
upon the literal and grammaftW construction of the sacred text, 
as my opponent has universally insisted upon a secoiidaryj or a 
reimte and unusual signification of the term. Our translators 
were Episcopalians, and their creed colored their translation 
here. It is the practice of the Church of England as of all 
State Churches, and of the Methodist Societies, to add all that 
should be saved to the church, and thus make the Church co- 
extensive with the nation or the world. But not a scholar or 
commentator on earth supports this translation, and the orig- 
inal forbids it. 

We find here the definite article tons before the participle 
soudzomenouSj and the law of the language is, that a definite 
article before a participle must be translated as a relative pro- 
noun, and the participle in the indicative of its own tense. 
Every scholar knows this and every-school boy should know 
it. Then there is no such intimation here of such as "should 
be," but literally the saved — ^grammatically, those who were 
saved. Read the record, then, as it was indited by the 
Holy Spirit. The Lord added to the Church those who were 
saved. They were not added, i. e. baptized — for by no other 
act can you add — to the church in order to save them, either 
by conferring upon them remission, regeneration or justifica- 
tion ; but they were added because they had been remitted, 
justified, regenerated, and therefore saved — no living uncon- 
scious infant ever was justified or regenerated or could be 
said, in any sense to be saved, and, therefore, they were not 
added to the church with their believing parents on this 
occasion, but the Record tells us they were not, or it is an 
unfaithful chronicler of the Acts of the Apostles. 

I know not a standard commentator who does not endorse 
my rendering of tons soudzomenous here. Even Alexander 
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Campbell immolated his system upon the altar of his scholar- 
ship here — he translates it as I do — so Bloomfield, and Alford 
and Barnes, and others. Bat if no others, the Holy Spirit 
s«ys so. It must be conclusive with my opponent when I 
quote his great teacher, Dr. Adam Clarke : 

*^ And the Lord added to the church daUy^ such as should be savedJ] 
Though many approved of the life and manners of these primitive 0]iri&- 
tians, yet tljey did not become members of this holy church ; God permit- 
ting none to be added to it, but tous soudzomenouSj those who wefe saved 
from their sins and prejudices. The church of Cliiist was made up of 
saints; sinners were not permitted to incorpoarte themselves with it.'' 

The Lord added tfie saved to the church, and none else. This 
is the Lord's order and the Lord's practice. Jno. Wesley and 
the Methodist Discipline say, that, an infant while it lives is 
not saved, but lost^ and is a chUd of vrathJ' Nor is a seeker, 
one who simply desires to flee the wrath to come, saved, and, 
therefore, should not be baptized. But baptism adds to the 
church — it is tfie initiatory rite according to my friiend's Dis- 
cipline, and in this one thing I admit it agrees with the word 
of God. Therefore, infants and unsaved, persons are not auth- 
orized to be baptized, but they are forbidden by this record, 
as by all other records of the Acts of the Apostles. 

Refutation. 

Arg. XXVII. That practice which tends neither to glorify God, nor to 
the profit of the child, when grown up, but may prove hurtftd, and en- 
danger his salvation, cannot be of Gk>d, and to teach and practice it is a 
sin against both Qod and man. * 

But in&nt baptism does not tend to the glory of God, for he has no- 
where required it, but by the very words of the commission, forbidden it, 
and how can God be glorified by man's disobedience, or by his practic- 
ing contrary to his Word, or doing what He hath not required ! Bead 
Lev. X. 1, 2. Neither does it profit the child. The Bible contains no 
promises to a sprinkled child. The advocates of in&nt sprinkling have 
been searching for it for upwards of fifteen centuries in vain. But that 
the practice has a very dangerous influence on the subject in after years, 
cannot be questioned, if he believes the creed and catechism of the diurch 
that performed it, for each, whether Catholic or Protestant, teachesaman, 
that in and by the act, he was regenerated, or made a member of Christ, 
heir of God, and inheritor of the kingdom of' heaven, all the blessings of 
the covenant of grace sealed to him. 

Erffo—We must conclude that infant baptism is not of God, and that to 
teach and practice it is a rin against God and man. 
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Arg. xxvjii. — Whatever rite puts it out of the power of a child, when 
it comes to years of discretion to obey Clirist, or obtain the answer of a 
good conscience, is evidently not of Gkxi, for Christ would not make any 
given act a duty and obligatory upon a believer which he had contravened, 
rendered nugatory and impossible, by a previous one. 

(2). Infant Baptism does this. The child that is sprinkled in infimcy, 
cannot obey Christ in baptism for his parents performed the duty /or him. 
They can repent for him as well. If there were none but Pedobaptist 
churches, he never could obey Christ, or obtain the answer of a good con- 
science 

Ergo. — Infant Baptism cannot be of God. 

Arq. XXIX. (1). Any religions rite that necessarily generates in the 
subject or others wrong notions of personal religion, or is calculated to 
implant unbelief in personal religion is not of God, and is subversive of 
the Christian religion and pernicious to the souls of men. 

(2). Infant Baptism does this. All Pedobaptist countries are proof of it. 
Every infidel in England, Gtermany, Italy, Prussia or Bussia, is a mem- 
ber of a Pedobaptist church. While the overwhelming mass, though un- 
regenerate, rely implicitly upon the efficacy of their Infant baptism to 
save them, they urge with reason that they are saved without personal 
repentance or fEiith, if the teachings of their church be true. 

(3). Therefore Infant Baptism is not of God, and is subversive of the 
Christian Beligion, and pernicious to the souls of men. 

Arg. XXX. (1). If Christ, when he gave the commission for baptizing, 
specified the character to be baptized, as the one believing, he forbade the 
baptism of any other. 

(2). But he did specify the one believing. Ergp, He did forbid the 
baptism of unbelieving infants or adults, — bells, horses, etc. 

Arg. XXXI. (1). Christian Baptism is, in every case, an ^t of personal 
OBEDIENCE. A law, and a knowledge of it, and volition, are essential 
to obedience. 

(2). Infant Baptism is not an act of obedience in anysense, since it is no- 
where commanded. Since it is nowhere commanded, there is no law for 
it, and if there were, Hi infant could have no knowledge of it, or volition 
concerning it. 

(3). Therefore Infant Baptism cannot be considered Christian Baptism 
in any sense. 

Arg. XXXII. (1). Christian Baptism is in every case an act of religi- 
ous worship, since obedience is the highest act of worship, 

(2). Infant baptism is in no case an act of worship, because not an act 
of obedience. 

(3). Therefore Infant Baptism is in no case Christian Baptisni. 
ArcJ. XXXIII. (1). It is sinful to neglect anything required of God. 

(2). It is not sinfiil to neglect Infant Baptism, says a Presbyterian. ' See 
Tract. 

(3). Therefore Infant Baptism is not required of God. 
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DR. DITZLER'S NINTH SPEECH. 

Gentlemen Moderators: — We have in, all the evidence 
we want — four times as much as we need. We now have 
nothing to do but drive back our foe — meet his assaults. This 
consists simply in a running fight — no hand to hand contest. 
He settles upon no real, persistent line of attack. He is like 
a man assailing an immense tower of adamant, who, instead 
of flteadily assailing one point in hope of eflfecting a breach, 
simply pitches little pebbles at the entire building. 

He smarts under the keen lashing we gave him on hereditary 
religion, etc. He wishes now to tnodify it ver\^ much. I am 
glad he felt the rebuke. He did contrast the religion John 
preached with that had up till then thus — " Now all stand on 
their individuality — they can't inherit religion now." He 
used those very words and I wrote them down from his lips. 
Also — " it (religion) don't come down by genealogy." 

We showed distinctly 

1. That they were not in our sense believers whom John 
baptized from Luke iii. 15-16, and Mat. ix. 14. See also Acts 
xix. 1-15. 

2. If they had been, baptizing believers who are adults 
"unto repentance,'' this did not prevent baptizing infants who 
needed no repentaace. 

3. John baptized that Christ might be revealed to Israel. 
John i. 33. If he did not baptize infants these two facts were 
suflicient reasons — ^'^ unto repentance" and that Christ might 
be made known to the people. 

4. Those baptized by John had not received, and did not 
therein receive the Spirit. Hence it was wholly deftctive— 
preparatory. 

5. Baptism by the church is not for either of the two only 
things John said it was for — hence all deductions therefrom 
as to adults or infants are wrong. 



744 The Great Carrollton Debate. 

Doctor Graves says God don't require any thing till the par- 
ties can understand it 

1. Why did the Apostolic church circumcise infants then ? 

2. Why did they take them up to the temple to do with 
them after the manner of the law? 

3. Why were eight thousand six hundred of them " from a 
month old and upward, keeping the charge of the sanctuary" 
set apart to that work by the Almighty ? Num. iii. 28. 

Late in the Apostolic history, special laws were enacted to 
stop circumcision among the Gentiles, both of infants and 
adults. See Acts xv. 

Now where was the positive law ejecting him from mem- 
bership ? 

He says Zachariah, Mary, etc. were not in the church. Let 
us look at the situation then. 

1. There is no church in John's day, so Doctor Graves 
holds. 

2. Then his baptism put nobody into any church. Bap- 
tism u no initiatory rite yet then. 

3. The Twelve, 70, the 120, the seven deacons of Acts vi. 
are nowhere represented as baptized. Now we desire to 
know — 

4. How these ever got into the church from the . immersion 
stand-point? You say the church was not organized by 
John, but by Christ on the Mount, Mat. v. vi. vii., where he 
preached the sermon. Well then, 

5. Here we.see (1) a church not named — (2) organized, yet 
not named — no hint (3) no local congregation ; (4) no officers 
elected (5) and the Apostolic college not yet filled up. He 
selected one or two^— Matthew among them, after this sermon, 
ch. ix. 9. 

What was done on the Mount to organize a church? He 
had selected disciples before — ch. iv., and the rest after- 
wards— ch. ix. 9 seq. 

Now if a man's life or liberty depended on it, and you were 
to prove that you had organized a Baptist church, and if you 
iailed to do so, life was forfeited, and you oflfered no, more evi- 
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dence than you have done or can do, to prove that Christ or- 
ganized a church on the Mount, you know that before any 
Baptist jury on earth you would lose your case — ^the life that 
hung on it. But where is the entrance ? Where is your bap- 
tism ? We have the church organized — no local congregation, 
no deacons, no elders, — no baptism ! 

In a few days Matthew joins the church, then, please tell us, 
how does he get in ? They do not baptize him. Seventy 
more join — no account of baptism. And so — up till Pente- 
cost there is not the notice or record of the baptism of a single 
one who associates with Christ. How then can jfbu regard 
baptism as a condition of membership when such is the New 
Testament record ? No Sir, there is no hint or sign of the or- 
ganization of a church anywhere in all Christ's ministry. 

He tells of one person regretting being baptized in infancy, 
What argument is there in that ? Here behind me now sits a 
preacher whose wife always regretted not being baptized in 
infancy, and here is Bro. Dockery who regrets he had not 
quit the Baptists sooner, but do you hold that as proof Bap- 
tists are all wrong ? 

The Doctor gets confused on Philip and the Eunuch. No 
Sir, the text is not in any ancient Greek Bible, nor in the 
manuscripts of any version of the first six centuries of the 
church — merely inserted — doubtful — ^in modern editions from 
old manuscripts. But A. Clarke thinks Eph. ii. 16, " new 
m^n" means new church. But Paul took a different view, 
and Olshausen takes the right view of Paul — ^viewing it as we 
do. John iv. 2 — Christ by his disciples " made and baptized 
• more disciples. But what does that prove? Does it show 
that they failed to baptize the infants ? Did they organize 
those baptized into churches ? Nothing of the kind. 

On John iii. 5, we have given our exposition, and he can- 
not touch it. As to commentators, nine-tenths of them all 
hold with us on all the essentials of these points. We prefer 
exposing the Doctor's errors, and presenting clear expositions 
of truth to long quotations and compilations from commenta- 
tors. As to controversialists, we know it hurts them sorely. 
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that at last a number of us have taken the field and they are 
compelled to take down their colors or have them taken down 
for them. 

He says "you can't make a disciple of an infant." Here 
is now his position. The commission says — " Go, disciple all 
the nations, baptizing them, etc." Now says the doctor — ^yo* 
can't disciple an infant, hence, he can't be baptized. To th 
we reply. 

1. All the best and most critical commentators assert ac 
mathceteuo disciple, does not necessarily include previous teach- 
ing. So Clarke, Alford, Olshausen, Stier, Lightfoot, etc., etc, 

2. The New Testament puts it in evidence that this is 
correct. In Matt, iv., Christ sees Peter and others fishing, 
and says : "Follow me, and they arose and followed him." So 
Matt. ix. 9 — he called to Matthew — ^" follow me" — and he did 
so. Now here is the most important act of discipleship, yet 
no previous teaching in either case, 

3. In the next place Paul puts it in evidence that in infancy 
parties can be discipled. 2 Tim. iii. 15-16, Timothy learned, 
and had been taught the Scriptures — that is discipling — teach- 
ing from your own standpoint — apo brephous from infancy. So 
the Greek reads. He will not deny but that brephce is the 
Greek word for infant. It covers the age from birth till three 
to five years old generally. Timothy's mother and grand- 
mother had exerted an influence on his very infancy, and had 
made him a disciple, in Doctor Graves' sense of the term. 
Then here by the terms of the commission you are com- 
manded to baptize infants as much as adults. All that can be 
diseipldd are to be baptized. 

But no class is so easily discipled even using the word in 
Doctor Graves' sense, as " little children" or " infants." How 
old does an infant have to be before it can be taught ? 

Let us suppose for the sake of argument that Doctor Graves 
is entirely right in all this. Then we assert that still it leaves 
us in the right, and places him in the attitude of rebellion 
against Apostolic authority, for how old must a little child be 
before it can be taught ? How old ere it can be influenced to 
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falsehood, deccptioir, error or to truth, to obedience, aud love 
and faith ? 

Truth is the valuable lesson. At three years old — at two 
and a half in some cases, at three and a half and four in nearly 
all cases, infants can be taught valuable lessons of Scriptures. 
My little daughter — -just three years old (Mary) can now an- 
swer many Bible questions. So can yours? Well, as soon jsls 
they can be taught, from yotrr interpretation, they are proper 
subjects of baptism. ITow what will you do with that point ? 

He says that I said there was no proof that certain parties 
were baptized. Of all of whom we said such thing, we ask 
for the refutation of it. We said generally there was no 
" record.^' Nor is there. It is objected that there is no ex- 
press comtnand to baptize infants. No express mention of it 
in the New Tejitament. No recorded case of infant baptism 
in the New Testament, etc., etc. 

Against all that we say emphatically — 

1. There is no express, or non-express, mention in the New 
Testament of women taking the Lord's supper. By your logic 
you should exclude them. 

2. It is nowhere recorded where John ever baptized a 
woman. So by your logic they should not be baptized. 

3. There is no record, nor proof that the Twelve Apostles 
were ever baptized by anybody. 

4. There is no record where John the Baptizer was ever 
baptized. 

5. There is no record where the twelve ever baptized any- 
body in all their ministry. 

6. There is no record where any of the seventy disciples 
were baptized. 

7. There is no record of any one that was baptized by 
them, 

8. There is no record where any one of the hundred and 
twenty disciples were baptized. 

9. There is no record where Ananias, who baptized Paul, 
was himself baptized. 

10. There is no record where the seven deacons were bap- 
tized. 
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11. There is no record where an infant was circumcised in 
all apostolic history; yet all agree and know they were cir- 
cumcised every week and often every day of the Apostolic 

historv. 

■/ 

The sum of it is then that where so many important cases of 
presumed baptism took place, yet not one of them ever named 
or hinted, it is not surprising that the baptism of infants 
should not be named, when the Jews had such matters 
always attended to privately in most cases. 

All your objections are here more than met — utterly 

crushed. 

He now quotes Mark xvi, 15, 16 : 

"Gtoye, . . . preach my Gfospel to every creature. He that believeih 
and is baptized, shall be saved. He that believeth not shall be damned." 

This text, he thinks, excludes infants. 

1. Supposing it to be genuine — for all scholars who are 
versed in manuscript authority and literature now agree those 
verses were not written by Mark, but by a later hand. And 
they are not in any Greek Bible ealier than the sixth century, 
then marked doubtful in the first they occurred in — ^but grant 
them to be genuine, 

2. They do not exclude infants unless they are excluded 
from salvation. All whom this text denies bantism to are 
damned, if your interpretation be correct, for all who believe 
not shall be damned. If infants are denied baptism because 
they cannot believe, evidently they are damned. 

But you will say it was not meant to apply to infants, only 
to those capable of being intelligently preached to, and so 
held responsible for rejecting the Gospel. No doubt that is 
the meaning intended. And then the sense is — all who ac- 
accept the Gospel, being baptized {baptisthei8)j having been 
baptized, shall be saved. He that rejects— disbelieves — shall 
be damned. 

Now, if otherwise you hold it, then you must preach to 
beasts, animals — they are creatures. But it — supposing it a 
genuine document — must be explained in the light of Scrip- 
ture teaching and fact. Hence, it in no wise debars infants 
from baptism. 
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On the commission, the Doctor sayd the specification of one 
class, is the forbidding of all others. . But where is any one 
class specified by the commission ?— disciple ^11 nations. 
Does it name men, women, boys, girls? Does it designate 
adults? It solely rests for interpretation on existing, estab- 
lished custom, practice. In any other light you cannot make 
sense of the commission. Only by the past custom would you 
know that water was to be used in baptism. Only by it 
would they understand discipling. Take Mark's so-called 
account — for it was not his — that all candid critics now agree 
— though they defend its inspiration — Alford, Tregelles, etc, 
" He that believeth." Believeth what ? What are they to 
preach? We are compelled to explain it in the light of estab- 
lished precedents, as all such documents are. 

On Acts viii, 87, he says we have to throw out Scripture to 
support Infant Baptism. What did A. Campbell, Anderson, 
Wilson, in their three immersion versions throw it out for? 
Because honest in it, and though the Baptist Union Bible 
puts in a note that it is wanting in the best copies — ^words to 
that effect, yet they were too dishonest to act consistently. On 
not half as much evidence against a text, they do reject whole 
texts and a number of them, y^t retain this, one of the 
clearest forgeries in the text. Tregelles well remarks on it. 
If Acts viii, 87, is to be received, then may men compose Scrip- 
ture at will. That is the tone of his criticism which I have 
here. The point then is. Baptists need forgeries to oppose 
Infant Baptism. He tells you it is in my Syriac, " in brack- 
ets.'* Yes, marked as doubtful, is wanting in all ancient 
copies. No ancient copy of the Syriac, Greek, or Latin has 
it. It was forged by the Catholics to support confession be- 
fore baptism in adult cases, as the Eunuch was an adult. 

Alas ! the Doctor comes back with a load of his syllogisms. 
They will look rich on paper. Look at another specimen. 
" Infant Baptism is totally opposed to the spirit of Chris- 
tianity." Here is his premise. Is it not the very thing in 
debate ? Do you call that logic that begs the question ? — that 
assumes as true the whole matter that is denied, or assumes 
as untrue the whole matter that is affirmed ? And he calls 
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each scraps, stolen from a feast of logic, the geDuine article 
itself! ! Now if he wished to improve a little, he would put 
it thus . 

1. Whatever is opposed to Qod's Word, is to be rejected. 
(We all agree to this — ^it is legitimate with Christians). 
Then 

2. Infant Baptism is opposed to the Word of God. Now 
he must stop and prove that That is the point in debate. 
Having satisfied all of his ability to prove this, then — 

3. Therefore Infant Baptism is to be rejected. But he 
would not give reasons if they were as plentiful as black- 
berries, especially ** on compulsion." 

He says they baptized doubting Christians, if I understood 
him. " He that doubts is damned." No such record in the 
Bible. People may be weak in faith, may be in doubt on 
many things, but to baptize people of responsible years who 
were believing John to be the Christ, would be a poor be- 
ginning of the thorough work he so eulogized. Especially 
when not one received the Spirit; and "if any man have not 
the Spirit of Christ, he is none of His." 

He says " Christ nailed the ichole moral law — aU to the cross. 
We do not get to Heaven by keeping the moral law." Can 
7oe get there if we Uve in violation of it^ Where does he say he 
"nailed the whole moral law to the cross?" That is Baptist 
Scripture, a forgery is badly needed there. 

All that he took out of the way has no need of being kept — 
was removed because unprofitable. So Paul tells us. Now 
then we have no need of loving God with all our heart — ^it is 
of no profit — nor our neighbor — and as " love is the fulfilling 
of the law," we have no need of that, the whole moral law is 
removed, and murder, hate and crime are no impediments to 
Godliness!! Such is the Doctor's position, such the straits 
he gets into, all to get rid of infants! Verily they give him 
much trouble and cause him to fall into divers temptations, 
to most glaring inconsistency. 

He insists that proselyte baptism was two centuries after 
Christ. He must prove something there, assertion amounts to 
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nothing, especially after the terrible exposure of his mere as- 
sertions the last few days. 

He dashes at Tertullian, quotes him on mode, a matter dis- 
posed of, strikes at the late revivalists, to much of which we 
say Amen. But it has nothing to do with our question. The 
parvuliy diminutive ofparvuSy a child, hence parvuU are little 
children, and repeatiedly interchanged with infanteSy infants, 
by those Fathers. Repeatedly where one uses "little children," 
another says infants^ just as Luke says "infents" where Matthew 
and Mark say "little children." 

He hints that there may have been interpolation in Tertul- 
lian. That is simply on a par with his whole course in this 
debate, whip around, raise dust, dodge off. No one pretends 
that there is interpolation here. Tertullian is most naturally 
led to his opposition to Infant Baptism from his isolated and 
strange view of religion. He opposes all young people and 
widows from embracing it, and those reasons pressed by him 
necessarily drove him into opposition to Infant Baptism. By 
the gentleman's course, of pretending to raise doubts as to the 
authenticity of a text never questioned, we could then do the 
same by any chapter or point in the Bible or history, and the 
whole be turned into a sea of uncertainty. Only where by 
not being found in the body of the oldest and best copies of 
given works do candid men pretend to allow of doubt as to 
verses and sections of writers, unless in case of copying a 
word, by mistake a single letter or word is supposed to creep 
in sometimes, especially when very much like another word. 

The forgery of Acts viii, 87 is easily made out. The 
reasons for the forgery are apparent also. The church Monks 
held it to be unallowable that a sinner should be baptized 
without confessing. Hence they put in the words, " If thou 
believest with all thy heart thou mayest. And he said I be- 
lieve that Jesus Christ is the Son of God." It is forgery 
throughout. As we said. Baptist Revision Unions have 
thrown out words and texts on not half the evidence there is 
against this text. They could not afford to give up such a 
favorite passage. Is it not strange that the two main texts 
relied on against the infants are in the extremest doubts, the 
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one a palpable forgery, the other in no copy of the Bible 
known until the sixth century ! That was late to come in. 

We have established infant membership, which carries 
with it Infant Baptism. We have shown Infant Baptism in« 
dependent of the including major proposition, or genus 
embracing the species. He has not been able to jostle a sin- 
gle point, so it all stands. — [Time OutJ] 
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DR. GRAVES' NINTH REPLY. 

Mr. President : — ^I will now proceed to call your attention 
to the 

Great Revival at Samabia. 

Does not the Holy Spirit faithfully tell us all who were bap- 
tized on this occasion ? He does, or he is an unfaithful histo- 
rian. And wlio does he say wer*e baptized at Samaria and 
formed the first church there ? " Those that believed** etc. ; 
therefore I am authorized to say — and none else — ^^ both men 
and women." Now, just one more word here-«-"and 
their children," would have sufficed to authorize Infant Bap- 
tism. If it had said so, no Baptists on earth would have ob- 
jected. But that "both" is a troublesome stone here, as it 
was in the case of the Eunuch's immersion, where the Holy 
Spirit repeated it for peculiar emphasis, that "they went down 
both into the water both Philip and the Eunuch etc," a death- 
blow to the claims of sprinkling. And here it is definitive, and 
conclusive ; for "both" cannot, as every school boy knows, be 
used with reference to three persons or things. Only two 
classes were baptized here, L e, men and women. 

In a public discussion at Denmark, Tenn., with the late Dr. 
R. Burrows, he publicly admitted to me when pressed close 
with this "both" that he did not believe that any infants were 
baptized in the city of Samaria on this occasion, or the Holy 
Spirit was an unfaithful chronicler of events. This was frank 
in a great champion as Dr. Burrows was in his day. 

Now I ask Elder Ditzler before this audience to day if he 
can believe with this passage before him, that men, women 
and infants were baptized at Samaria, if not, why not? I am 
willing to rest the whole question on the second of Acts and 
this passage. The next instance of baptism is that of 

The Ethiopian Eunuch. 

Philip observed the law of baptism here. He first discipled 
47 
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and demanded a cordial faith in Christ and then he im- 
mersed him. We can understand from this what Peter 
meant by the answer of a good conscience toward God. The 
Eunuch's conscience was answered, and he went on ' his wav 
rejoicing. Ah, but this thirty-seventh verse is spurious, says 
Eld. Ditzler. May be so. Let it be granted that this verse 
was added by some later hand, and we claim it at once as an 
indisputable proof of what common opinion sanctioned in post 
apostolic times. Such an interpolation never could have been 
made when the church was in the habit of sprinkling infants. 
What would our Pedobaptist friends say to our introducing a 
similar verse now. There is no conceivable explanation of 
how it came to be where it is, but that it was regarded by 
some transcriber as essential to account for the Ethiopian's 
baptism by the evangelist, and there is no explanation how 
this insertion obtained sufferance but that such a demand and 
such a reply were in harmony with the customs of the age. 
In support of this view, I need but cite Dean Alford's note ; 
his words are : 

''The insertion appears to have been made to suit the formularies of the 
baptismal liturgies, it being considered strange that the Eunuch should 
have been baptized without some such confession.^' 

The Dean may or may not have perceived the significance 
of his admission, but it seems too obvious to call for anything 
beyond the simple expression of our thanks for the testimony 
to ancient practice it supplies. God makes the wrath of man 
to praise him. 

But the learned Dr. Stier whom Elder Ditzler has often 

quoted, says : 

"Though Acts viii. 37, may not be regarded as genuine, it expresses only 
the genuine truth. Indeed afterthe deception practiced by Simon "with 
all thine heart,'^ seems exceedingly appropriate and thus speaks for its gen- 
uineness."— Words vol. 8, p. 332. 

Dr. a. Barnes, speaking of the possibly spurious 37th verse, says, "It 
contains however, an important truth, elsewhere abundantly taught in 
the Scriptures, that/at<A is necessary to a proper profession of religion." 

I next notice what is said of The Baptism of Households : 

The Case of Lydia, Acts xvi. 14-40. 

The record of her conversion and baptism is brief "and clear. 
The liOrd opened her heart to attend to the things spoken — 
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just as he does the sinner to-day— the Spirit of God must first 
open the heart for the word to enter eflfectually, for the bare 
word never did or will open a sinner's heart, and he cannot 
open it himself. Lydia was discipled and then baptized, and 
her household. Whether she had children along with her on 
this trading expedition, three hundred miles from home, I 
know not — Eld. Ditzler tells us the Syriac says "Lydia and her 
children," but God's word don't say children, and therefore the 
Syriac is not true to the original here — but whether her house- 
hold consisted of relatives or servants, or children, it matters 
not— they, like Lydia, were cUscipledj they were adults. We 
read in verse forty, that the Holy Spirit calls them brethren, 
who could be comforted by the presence of Paul and Silas. 
Lifant children never are called brethren in God's Word, and 
not even in the Syriac, or any other language. One thing is 
certain, there were no children baptized here. 

The Jailor's Family, Acts xvi. 22-35 

The record is clear in this case also. The Jailor finding all 
safe brought Paul and Silas out of the prison, and asked 
what he should do to be saved. He was told how he and his 
household also might be saved, viz : by faith in the Lord Jesus 
Christ. We next find Paul and Silas preaching the gospel to 
all in the Jailors house* They did not preach to unconscious 
babes, if he had any. If he had, it was quite unnecessary to 
formally except them. When we ascribe anything to a 
family of which infants are incapable, we do not think of for- 
mally excepting them. Accepting the gospel, the Jailor and 
all his family were immersed the same hour of the night. 
Where, whether in the baths in the Courts of the prison — 
which were wont to be, and are today in all Eastern prisons, 
as in most of ours— or in the river that flowed by the city, 
we are not told, but one thing we know, not in the 
Jailor's house, for after the baptism he brought" them back 
again, or up into his house, for the Greek verb anagoj means 
to lead up or to lead backj and of course they had been out of 
it — ^he rejoiced believing with all his house. We see here 
that all of his house who are mentioned or referred to in this 
record, were capable of both believing and rejoicing, as all in 
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Lydia'd house could be comforted, and of course I am willing 
for such to be baptized. 

As these cases will come up again under another proposi- 
tion, I defer giving the opinion of the most eminent Pedobap- 
tist critics. 

In all the Acts of the Apostles, in all their recorded 
ministry, only five households are said to have been baptized, 
and of three of these, it is expressly related that all in the, 
house could perform acts that can be predicated of believers 
only. 

Why sir, the baptisms of households is nothing rare with 
us Baptists. A Brother near Kansas City Mo., this fall bap- 
tized four entire households in one day^ having thirteen chil- 
dren in them and no infants. Dr. Breaker who sits here on 
my left, has baptized already twice as many households as are 
recorded of all the apostles, and Bro. W. M. Lea of Arkansas, 
I see here on my right, has already baptized nine households. 
Eld. B. N. Crawford of Pike county Miss., has baptized seven- 
teen, and Eld. S. G. Jenkins of Oxford, Ala., thirteen; and in 
the last few weeks there has been published in The Baptist^ 
which I edit, two hundred and ten household baptisms by 
Baptist ministers in the South, covering a less period of time 
than is embraced in the record of the Apostles' ministry. 
I will append the list to the record as the final refutation oi 
this argument from household baptisms.* 

* S. C. Kirkland, HopevUle, La., 6 : T. A. Kenton, Harrisburg La., 2; Ira 
H. Bees, Lampasas, Texas, 1 ; J. F. McLendon Carthage Texas, 4 ; P. A. 
Haman, De Vails Bluff, Ark., 1 ; L. BaU, many and since, 2; G. D. Stan- 
ton, Canton, Texas, 1 ; G. A. Grammar, Yazoo City, Miss., 1 ; T. L. Tal- 
bert, Black Hawk, Miss., 1 ; J. W. Wentworth, Shady Grove, Florida, 4; 
M. P. Lowrey, Eipley, Miss., several others 2; CasweU Smith, Haw Ridge 
Ala., 2; G. W. Martlield, DeSota, La., 2; M. Lambright, Douglasville, 
Texas, 1; T. T. Eaton, Petersburg, Virginia, 2; John Windham, Texar- 
kana, Arkansas, 2; W. A. Gaines, Chester, South CaroUna, 2; B. A Lee, 
Carsons Landing. Mississippi, 2; J.H. Bamum, DurhamviUe, Tennessee, 
41 ; J. G. Westerson, Woodville, Texas, 6 ; W. A. Agee, Town Creek, 
Alabama, 2; J. W. Creevelson, Illinois,!; O. F. Gregory, Charleston, 
South Carolina, 1 ; J. M. Hart, Eldorado, Arkansas, 11 ; H. P. Hamsted, 
Ejiox county, Tennessee, 1 ; B. A. Speer, Cherokee, Alabama, 2; B. A. 
Crawford, Pike county, Mississippi, 17; J. D. Fletcher, Lonoke, Arkan- 
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Eld. J. H. Bornm, of Durhamville, Tenn., whom I well 
know, has baptized forty-one households in his single ministry, 
and may as many more before he dies. 

But leading Pedobaptist Commentators are free to admit 

that the argument from the baptism of households is of no 

force. 

Assembly op Divines. — "And entered into the house of Lydia: 
doubtless to confirm them m the faith which they had preached to them 
— ^Lydia and hers hearing of their miraculous deliverance could not but be 
comforted and confirmed in the truth/' 

Baxter.—" His house would not be saved for his faith, without any of 
their own" {Par. on N. 7!., on Actt xvi, 31). " They instructed him and 
his household, that they might indeed believe and be saved" (on v. 32). 
"He and all his house were presently baptized, as having professed their re- 
solved faith in Christ" (on v. 33). Further, " The apostles delayed not 
baptism, when serious profession gave them right." 

Db. a. Barnes." — "Salvation was offered to his family as well as him- 
self; implying that if they believed they should also be saved. 32. To all 
that were in hit house. Old and young. They instructed them in the doc- 
trines of religion, and doubtless in the nature of the ordinances of the 
gospel." — Com. on Acts xvL 31, 32. 

My next argument is 

The essence and admitted symbolism of baptism not only 

DOBS not warrant, BUT CONFESSEDLY FORBIDS AND PRECLUDES 
THE IDEA OF INFANT BAPTISM. 

I prefer to let eminent Pedobaptist scholars and commen- 
tators maintain the truth of this by their testimony : 

Pres. Edwards. — "Baptism, by which the primitive converts were 
admitted into the church, was used as an exhibition and token of their 

sas, 1 ; W. D. Jordan, Hickory Hill, Missouri, 2 ; A M. RusseU, Forest City, 
Arkansas, 6 ; W. T. Fleenor, Missouri, 3 ; T. J. Humble, Colmnbus, 
Louisiana, 1 ; C. B. Eagerton, Marion, Soutli Carolina, 2 ; L. B. Burriss, 
Baldwin, Mississippi, 2 ; J. J. DeBoise, Olive Branch, Mississippi, 1 ; P. 
B. McCarroU, Bockford, Tennessee, 1 ; W. Q. Inman, Nashville Tennes- 
see, 8 ; R B. White, Frier's Point, Mississippi, 1 ; S. G. Jenkins, Oxford, 
Alabama, 13 ; G. W. Durham, Carroll, Mississippi, 1 ; T. E. Muse, Ever- 
green^ Louisiana, 2 ; J. Jones, Porkville, Mississippi, 1 ; D. H. Burt, 1 ; 
A. Fitzgerald, Emory, Texas, 1; H. Z. Livery, Quitman, Texas, 4; W. 
P. Throgmartin, Illinois, 3 ; B. B. Hinton, Buna Vista, Georgia, 1 ; N. 
Jordan, North Vernon, Indiana, 2; W. J. Slinker, Washington, Arkan- 
sas, 2 ; T. H. Pettit, Mayfied, Kentucky, 1 ; W. W. Keep, Texas, 3 ; J. 
W. Lipsey, Coldwater, Mississippi, 6 ; L. R. Scruggs, Texas, 2 ; W. M. 
Lea, Arkansas, 9 ; J. M. D. Breaker, St Joseph, Missouri, 10; Eld. Beese 
Texas, 1. Total 210. 
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beingvisiblyregenerated, dead to sin ;asisevidentbyBom.YL 4, 18, through- 
out **He does not mean only that their baptism laid them under 
special obligation to these things, and was a mark and token of their en- 
gagement to be thus hereafter: but was designed as a mark, token, and 
exhibition of their being visibly thus o^reoc^y/'-^Enqui. into Qual. for 
ftill Commu. 

Venema. — '' Faith and repentance are pre-required in baptism. He 
who presents himself as a candidate for baptism, professes by that very 
act to be a Christian, declares himself to have passed into the discipline 
of Christ'' 

C. Tayix)b. — "In baptism we profess death unto sin. . . . The 
apostle's purpose is one, though his similes be three. . . . He exhorts 
that (1) after baptism we should walk in newness of life: that (2) after 
transplaniaiion we should conform to the holiness and resurrection of 
Christ : that (3) after crucifixion we should * yield ourselves unto God as 
those who ate alive fh)m the dead, and our members as instruments of 
righteousness unto Gkxl.' . . . We are now prepared to understand a 
literal version of the argument, * How shall we who are dead to sin live 
any longer therein? Klnow ye not that whosoever of us are baptized 
unto a profession of Jesus Christ, are baptized unto a profession of His 
death?' " etc.— -Facts and Evi., etc., pp. 50, 60. 

Dr. GtoODWiN. — "He argues ftx)m the known and generally-received 
profession and practice of all Christians. Know ye not that so many of its as 
were baptized — ^that is, whoever of us that profess baptism into Christ, pro- 
fess baptism into His death, as the thing intended by it." — ^Works, vol. 
iv. p. 30. 

Vitringa: — " To be baptized into Christ is beyond doubt to be baptized 
into this, that each should profess his communion with Christ ; that each 
by that baptism, as by a sign and testimony, should avow that he had be- 
lieved in Christ."— Obs. Sac , iii, 22. 822. 

RiaYLTius. — " Men are not born Christians, but made such. No man 
is accounted a believer till he knows Christ. Therefore he must first hear 
what belongs to the Christian faith ; and when he has heard and embraced 
it from his belief, he may be called a believer : and that the things which 
have entered his mind through his ears may by an (external) sign be 
submitted to his eyes, and may strike his mind the more powerfully, he is 
dipped or immersed in water, in a river, fountain, pool or laver. And as 
he had received three things ; — ^for first he received faith, and then by faith 
obtained the pardon of all his past sins ; and, moreover, had the pledge of 
a resurrection to eternal life: so these things are signified by baptism." — 
In Facts opx)osed to Fiction, p. 54. 

R. Baxter. — "Klnow ye not that when men are baptized they are by 
vow, covenant, and profession, listed into the belief of a crucified Savior, 
who died for sin to save us from it; and do profess that repentance by 
which we renounce it, as dead to it for the time to come? Therefore in 
our baptism we are dipped under the water, as signifying our covenant 
profession ; that as He was buried for sin, we are dead and buried to sin ; 
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that as the glorious power of God raised Him from the dead, so we should 
rise up to live to Him in holiness and newness of life" (JPar. on N, T,, on 
Rom. vi. 3, 4). " To be buried and risen with Clirist signifieth, A being 
dead to sin, and alive to Qod and newness of life : and it is not only (as is 
feigned by the opposers) an engagement to this for the future, but a pro- 
fession of it also at the present" (Dispu. of Bight to Sac.) 

Bp. Patrick. — " We are baptized unto His death— we are buried with 
Him in baptism." "We by going into the water profess that we are 
willing to take up the cross, and die for Christ^s sake."^In Booth's P«d. 
Ex. vol. i. p. 136. 

There was no Infant in the Church at Rome. 

I open the epistle that Paul addressed to the church, and I 

see that he spoke of all that were in Home^ aa " beloved of 

God," "saints," and this significant expression in Ch. i. 8: 

"8. First, I thank my God through Jesus Clirist for you aU; that your 
faith is spoken of throughout the whole world." 

I turn to chapter vi. and read a few verses, from 1-8. 

This could not have been addressed except to a body of 
profeesed believers in Christ. Let the honest inquirer read 
the whole epistle, and see in every chapter abundant proof 
that all the members of this church were professed saints — 
believers in Christ. 

There was no Infant in the Church at Corinth. 

I am aware that for one generation, 1. Cor. vii. 14, was con- 
sidered the strong argument for infant baptism, but latterly a 
pure and honest criticism, even on the part of Pedobaptist 
commentators has exploded it. 

I will quote a few. 

LuTz. — " If Paul had only thought of infant baptism, he could not pos- 
sibly have spoken thus."— In Stier's Words, etc., vol. ill, p. 329, Clark's 
Edition. 

Olshaubbn.— " It is moreover clear that St. Paul could not have chosen 
this line of argument, had infant baptism been at that time practiced." 
-—Com. on 1 Cor. vii, 14. 

Neandeb, speaking of the distinction between the children here men- 
tioned and the children of heathens, and of their being " considered in a 
certain sense as belonging to the church," inmiediately adds ; ** But this is 
not deduced from their having partaken of baptism, and this mode of 
connection with the church is rather evidence against the existence of In- 
fant Baptism,'^ [His of Plan., etc., voL i, p, 165. Bohn's Edi.]— He^ 
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teaches that thispa£»age "testifies against the existence of infant baptisnpi'' 
when Paul wrote ; that if in&uit baptism had then existed, the epithet 
hagia^ which in contrast with aAia^Aarto is applied to thesechildr^i,'' would 
have been deduced only fix>m the saored rite/' 

Dr. a. Barnes.— "This passage has been often interpreted, and is often 
adduced to prove that children are ^federally holy,* and that they are enti- 
tled to Christian baptism on the ground of the Mth of one of their parents. 
But against this interpretation there are insuperable objections. 1, The 
phrase, * federally holy,* is unintelligible, and conveys no idea to the great 
mass of men. It occurs nowhere in the Scriptures ; and what can be 
meant by it ? 2, It does not accord with the scqpe and design of the argu- 
ment. 'Diere is not one word about baptism here, not one allusion to it ; 
nor does the argument in the remotest degree bear upon it.*' 

Paul's argument, in a few words is this : — ^if the intercourse of a believ- 
ing wife with an unbelieving husband was so improper as that she must 
separate from him, then all of you would have to separate from all your 
children, for they stand in the same relation to you — ^unregenerate--un- 
baptized. 

If there is any doubt about it, notice how Paul addresses 
the Church, I Cor. i. 2, as a body of persons, " Sanctified in 

Christ Jesus," " called Saints." Of them Paul says ; 

1 Cor. i. 4 I thank my Gtod always on your behalf, for the Grace of God 
which is given you by Jesus Christ ; 5 That in every thing ye are enridied 
by him, in all utterance, and in aU knowledge ; 6 Even as the testimony of 
Christ was confirmed in you : 7 So that ye come behind in no gift ; waiting 
for the coming of our Lord Jesus Christ : 8 Who shall also confirm you 
unto the end, thai ye may he blameless in the day of our Lord Jesu9 Christ." 
9 Gkxl is faithful, by whom ye were called unto the fellowship of his 
Son Jesus Christ our Lord. 

This could not have been addressed to any Methodist So- 
ciety on earth — only to a church composed of professed Chris- 
tians. If any proof is wanting, chapter xiii. 13 will conclude it. 

" For by one Spirit are we all baptized into one body, whether we be 
Jews or Gentiles, whether we he bond or ft*ee ; and have been all made to 
drink into one Spirit 

N"ow in verses 27 and 28 we learn that this body is the visi- 
ble church of Christ on earth, and it will be confessed that it 
cannot be said of infants, that in the same spirit as the believ- 
ing adult they are baptized into the church, i. e., added to it, 
and my opponent, mark you, wont admit that there is a living 
infant on earth a member of a Methodist Society — nor can it 
be said that infants as such have been made to drink into the 
same spirit, with believing adults — for they have no volition, 
they cannot, spiritually, drink in anything. 



Infant Baptism. 761 

There were no infants in all the Churches of Galatia. 

Every member of these Churches who had been baptized, 

had been baptized into Christ and had put on Christ. Paul 

especially declares this in these words. 

Gal. iii. 27 For as many of you as have been baptized into Christ have 
put on Christ. 28 There is neither Jew nor Greek, there is neither bond 
nor fi'ee, there is neither male nor female : for ye are all one in Christ 
Jesus. 29 And if ye be Christ's, then are ye Abraham's seed and heirs 
according to the promise. 

Each one of them all w^hen baptized had openly professed 
to be united with Christ by faith — further, the force of the 
phrase " baptized into Christ" denotes, that each one had put 
on Christ, i. e., professedly declared themselves to be the dis- 
ciples of Christ, and because Christ's, then Abraham's seed, spfr- 
itucdy and heirs. Now no living infant was ever or can be 
Abraham's Spiritual Seed, for to become thus, they must be 
the Children of God by faith in Christ, Gal. iii. 26, that, no 
living infant ever did or can exercise, for " they that are the 
children of the flesh, these are not the children of God," 
Bom. ix. 8. 

I am willing for Eld. Ditzler's own witnesses to testify if I 
am right in this. 

Calvin. — "He uses the similitude of a robe when he says, that the Gal- 
ations have put on Christ ; but he means that they were so grafted into 
Christ, that before God they bore the name and person of Christ, and were 
reckoned more In Him than in themselves. 

Dr. Doddhidge. — " For so many of you as have been baptized into 
Christ; and so have taken upon you the solemn profession of His religion, 
these may be said to have put on Christ, to be clothed with His character, 
and covered with His righteousness." — Com. on Gal. iii, 27. 

R. Baxteb. — " For as many of yon as have sincerely consented to the 
baptismal covenant, and so been baptized into the faith of Christ, and re- 
lation to Him, have thereby even put Him on as your garment, and wholly 
given up yourselves to Him, and so, as His members, are united to Him. 
And all that are baptized have professed this; which the sincere perform" 
(Para, on Gal. iii, 27). 

Dr. Macknight. — "As many of you as have been baptized into Christ, 
have thereby professed that ye have put on the very temper and virtues 
of Christ." {Com, on Gal. iii, 27). " To put on Christ, is to foUow His 
doctrine, precepts, and example." — Com, on Bom. xiii, 14 

J. WESiiEV.— " For as many of you as have testified your faith by being 
baptized in the name of Christ, have put on Christ— have received Him 
as your righteousness, and are therefore sons of G<xi through Him." 
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Db. a. Clabke — '^ As many of you as have been haptized iniu Christ, All 
of you who have believed hi Christ as the promised Messiah, and received 
baptism as a public proof that ye had received Christ as your Lord and 
Savior, have put on Chyist" " To be put on or to be clothed with one, is 
to assume the i)erson and character of that one." *' The profession of 
Christianity is an assumption of the character of Christ." Com. on Gal. 
iii, 27). " Putting on, or being clothed with Jesus Clirist," says he, **sig- 
nifies receiving and believing the gospel, and consequently taking its 
maxims for the government <rf life, having the mind that was in Christ." 
— Com. on Bom. xiii, 14. 

M. Henby. — " This faith in Christ whereby they became the children 
of Gk)d, he acquaints us, verse 27, was what they professed in bf^tism ; 
for, he adds, As many of you as have been baptized into Christy have put on Christ; 
having in baptism professed their ftdth in Him, they were thereby devo- 
ted to Him, and had, as it were, put on His livery and declared themselves 
Hl« servants and disciples." '^ In our baptism we put on Christ, because 
we profess our disciplesbip to Him." — Com. on Gall, iii, 27. 

« 

Refutation. 

Abq. XXXIV, (1). Paul shunned not to declare the whole counsel of 
Qod to the Church at Ephesus. 

(2). He did not declare Infant Baptism to be required of Qod as a relig- 
ious service or parental duty. 

(8). Therefore Infant Baptism is not according to the counsel or ordina- 
tion of God. 

Ana. XXXV, (1). If none were baptized during the Apostles, minis- 
try but such as were baptized into Christ and thereby ^^put on Christ^^* 
i. e,, took upon themselves, voluntarily the entire and sole jurisdiction 
of Christ^— then infants should not be baptized for they have no feith and 
can make no profession, and whatever others may do, is no act of obedi- 
ence on their part, 

(2). But none were baptized by the apostles, but such as were baptized 
to put on Christ, etc. 

Gal. iii. 27, For as many of you as have been baptized into Christ have 
put on Christ. 

(3). Therefore Infants should not be baptized. 

Ana. XXXVI. (1). None but i)ersons, which means accountable beings, 
are commanded to be baptized by Christ, or authorized to be by His Word 

(2) Elder Ditzler admits that infants are not persons, and all know that 
they are not accountable beings. 

(3) Therefore Infant Baptism is not authorized by the Word of Qod. 
Ana. XXXVn. (1) A baptism, that is not the baptism of repentance 

unto the remission of sins, cannot be called Christian baptism. 

(2) The baptism of an unconscious babe is manifestly not the baptism, 
etc. 

(3), Therefore, infant baptism cannot be called (Christian trnpUsm, 
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DR. DITZLER'S TENTH SPEECH. 

Gentlemen Moderators: — It may be proper for me to 
guard against any misunderstanding as to what was agreed to 
between Doctor Graves and myself on covenants. He clearly 
saw, I presume, that we essentially agreed on the fact that 
salvation is only through the Abrahamic covenant. We dif- 
fer as to the Jewish church, he, as I understand him, assuming 
that it was founded on the Sinaitic covenant, whereas I con- 
tend it developed out of, and rested on, the covenant of re- 
demption made with our fathers after the fall, and renewed to 
Abraham, ratified and completed on the cross. As men's 
minds get confused on the diflferent covenants,! prefer always 
holding the mind to the Oneness of the church, in the way we 
have already argued it. 

Doctor Graves addressed me a letter proposing that we 
do not discuss the covenants, and we readily assented thereto. 
Our views have gone to record. 

Doctor Graves says in Acts, in all cases, faith and baptism 
went together. Suppose it was so — 

1. It does not prove that the faith was in each case that of 
the individuals baptized : for only Lydia's faith is named — her 
household is baptized. That is exactly as it had always been 
among the Jews. Only the Jailor is said to have believed — 
yet "all his house" was baptized. Only Stephanas believed — 
his household was baptized. But he says " the Jailor be- 
lieved — all his house believed." 

We beg to remind him that we only have his very bold asser- 
tion for all that. " He rejoiced, believing in God, (panoiki) 
with all his house." 

We must remind the Doctor that believe is in the singular 
as well as rejoice, in the Greek — only the Jailor believed so far 
as the record declares — only be rejoiced. The word panoiki 
is purely an adverb qualifying r^oiced. Yet out of this ad- 
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verb — one simple word in Greek, we get the four in English — 
" with all his house," and used as if they all believed and re- 
joiced. J!^ot a word of it. 

He feels the force of the eight household bsptisras of the 
New Testament and seeks to break their force by denying 
there were infants in any of them. 

1. We hardly believe it would be safe to start up any street 
in this city and bet heavily that there were no infants in .the 
first eight households you came to, even taking the row where 
the Baptist preacher lives. 

The old Syriac, made in Apostolic times gives additional 
force to it, by rendering it " Lydia and her children" — " Jailor 
and all his children." It being made in that age tells us the 
very thing that is denied — all the children of the house were 
baptized. 

He tells us the symbolism of baptism is against infant bap- 
tism. Here he assumes its symbolism to be 1, What it never 
had been for 1500 years, as he will admit. 2. What it could 
not have been in John's day — no such use then, he will ad- 
mit, not being named. 3. What it was not in Christ's day — 
and which he does not pretend to find a word supporting till 
some sixteen years after Pentecost. In Romans vi. 4, he as- 
sumes it is symbolic of death, burial and resurrection. 

But 4. There is no proof of it there or anywhere. Such is 
the futility ot his objection on the score of symbolism. On 
the contrary, no party so perfectly answers the true import of 
baptism as infants. 

"The Doctor urges that those who could read are the parties 
addressed. And has it come to this? An Epistle is addressed 
to a church — it implies in his estimation that all its members 
read it. Were not the prophets read to the church — in the 
congregations in synagogues in the Jewish church ? 

The terms we^ you, ye, they, were all used, yet no one infers 
therefrom that infants were not in the church then, because 
thev could not read. Common sense was exercised then as now 
in all such matters. When Paul tells us that those who do 
not work shall not eat — or Moses — " in the sweat of our face 
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we are to eat bread all our days" — ^it does not imply that in- 
gots are to be starved. 

As to all his authorities quoted and talked of, nine-tenths 
of them believe it refers to Proselyte baptism — an opinion he 
repudiated, and thus non-suits himself. He cannot take a 
matter, in itself wholly in doubt among all commentators, as a 
proof on another matter in dispute. 

In Corinthians and Ephesians God's church is addressed as 
" saints," etc. These terms, he urges, cannot be applied to 
infants. Therefore, they are not members of the church. 
Now, 1. 1 Cor. vii. 14, children — including all — are called 
" saints' in the Greek — *^ But now are they — ^your children — 
holy" — saints in Greek. 2. In the Old Testament the people 
of God are constantly called saints — called on to laud, and 
praise God. Yet all admit infants were in the church — all of 
them then. If these terms so often applied to a church full 
of infants, how could their continued use imply their rejection ? 

He quotes a number of passages where adults are implied 
as the actors and speakers — ^Heb. x. 22. "Let us draw near," 
etc. 1. Pet. i. 8 — ^ Hath begotten us. " The church is "a 
royal priesthood, a holy nation, a peculiar people," etc. 1 Pet. 
But we reply that all these thinsrs, or the same class of things 
are said of the church or its members in the Old Testament. 
The very words of Peter are quoted from the Pentateuch of 
Moses. Yet it is one of the strongest of the kind he cites in 
the New Testament. For example — "Let all the people 
praise thee" — " Let all the house of Israel know." " Come, 
let us reason together." " How is the faithful city become a 
harlot!" " These dry bones are the whole house of Israel." 
Yet infants were in the church thus addressed. Hence all 
these objections fall in a body to the ground. 

The Doctor quotes 1. Pet. iii. 21, " baptism is the answer of 
a good conscience ! He then asks if a babe has a good 
conscience. He certainlV knows that the word " an- 
swer" in Greek — eperaUBma means a " promise, a pledge, a 
stipulation — obligation — any of these previously given." 
Thus baptism administered to infants is a stipulation, "a 
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pledge in advance," so the word is used, asSchleusner, Wahl, 
and Suicer define and show. Hence there is nothing in this 
text against infant baptism. 

Now had the gentleman wished to meet the issue as such a 
matter ought to be met, surely he could hdve laid out some 
great fundamental principle and stood by it, and " fought it 
out on that line." Surely if the New Testament had revealed 
a religion or brought before us a new church of the bold and 
radically different principles he contends for — if a new church 
had risen up of such superior claims over the old, strange it is 
he is compelled to rely on the merest incidental remarks of a 
speaker here, and a writer there, to discover so great and mo- 
mentous an event 

When so able, so distinguished and capable a controversialist 
as Doctor Graves — ^the Ajax and the Mentor of the Baptists 
South and West has to rely on such points, it shows how solid 
and right — how perfectly Scriptural is our position. Mean- 
time the Doctor raves terribly — he is dreadfully excited. Well 
he might be ! 

He again reads our Discipline, and quotes Watson and Wes- 
ley, then puts a construction upon them neither they nor our 
people ever thought of or intended, as he well knows. 
Though I object to some of the phrases in our ritual, because 
of the liability to misconstruction and perversion, yet the 
meaning intended is clearly pointed out, in view of our gen- 
eral teaching from our rise till today. Methodistic doc- 
trine never has called for modification and change like that 
of the Baptist church. By " being delivered from thy wrath," 
is not meant that there he is so delivered is plain from all we 
teach. We mean he is already by virtue of atonement passed 
into a state of favor with God, when born he is born under 
the full provisions of a merciful government. " The free gift 
came upon all men unto justification of life." See Romans 
v, in full. The prayer he makes sqch an ado over shows by 
its wording that he misconstrues it all. You read there such 
phrases as these — of the infant — " that he [or she] being stead- 
fast in faith, joyful through hope, and rooted in love." Who 
believes all this is in infancy, or takes place in the act 
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of baptizing him ? Dr. Graves pretends that we hold it thus 
to occur! It reads on, "may so pass the waves of this 
troublesome world," etc. Is that all during baptism ? The 
preacher prays "that all carnal affections may die in him, 
and that all things belonging to the Spirit may live and grow, 
in him. Grant that he may have power and strength to have 
victory, and to triumph against the devil, the world and the 
flesh." 80 it goes. Does not all this show what we mean, 
that we pray for the entire future life of the child ? Yet Dr. 
Graves and our foes give all this the opposite meaning! How 
unbecoming, how ungenerous, and how astonishing such a 
course ! The address to the parents still more clearly exhibits 
the same facts. They are "to teach" the child " to renounce 
the devil and all his works, the vain pomp and glory of the 
world, with all covetous desires of the same," etc., etc. 
"Would learned men among us thus speak of infants as such? 
Notice, the heading of all this reads, " the minister . . . shall 
use the following, or ^ome other suitable exhortation" Dr, 
Graves tried to impress you with the idea that such form is 
imperative ! ! Yet the Discipline he held had that right be- 
fore his eyes ! 

We have now answered all that the capacity of our oppo- 
nents can urge against our cause on the point where they 
consider us more vulnei'able than anywhere else. Instead of 
crippling or weakening our arguments, we are free to confess, 
we feel far more confident in them, more secure than ever 
before ; for, being sifted by the shrewdest minds, and tested 
by the severest forces that can possibly be brought against 
them, when we s6e such arguments aa the best that can be 
brought, it increases our confidence in the truth. I confess 
to you that when I saw Dr. Graves' publication last August, 
on this question, I presumed he would bring to bear upon it 
a force— that such would be the fury of his onset apd keenness 
of his lance, that like a watchful general, I went out on an 
unusually close inspection, pry ed closely into every point in 
my fortifications, threw up some new earthworks, placed sev- 
eral commanding batteries in position, so as to sweep every 
part of the field, and then I felt — let him come on. Not a 
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point can he attack, not a parapet can he pass over. And so 
it has resulted. Our Bible argument we need not re-notice. 
It is complete. It need not now be restated. 

We showed that proselyte baptism existed from Moses on- 
ward always. H^nce, 

1. All infants of Jews were baptized. 

2. The infants of all proselyted Gentiles were always prose- 
lyted — brought in with their parents into the organized fellow- 
ship of the Jewish church. 

8. All the infant children of all proselyted Gentiles were al- 
ways baptized from the days of Moses onward till the com- 
mission was given. Hence, under the circumstances the com- 
mission was as much of a command to baptize infants as it 
was to baptize adults, as the learned and clear-headed philos- 
opher of the Southern Review^ Dr. A. T. Bledsoe, tells ub. 
There are set no limitations, no qualifications that exclude 
infants. It was at the end of three years, six months' labor 
to reform and spiritualize, confirm, strengthen and elevate 
the life of the church. In this renovated condition it is a 
good " stock," a *• good olive tree " to b6ar the engrafted Gen- 
tiles. Bring them in also. So he had taught "Other sheep, 
I have, which are not of this fold, the church — Acts xx, 28, 
29, them I must bring in also, and there shall be one fold and 
one Shepherd." John x, 16. Into it Christ is the door. He 
did not destroy the fold, expel those within, or make a new 
fold, but brought Gentiles into the fold. 

We appealed to history. In the years 251-3, we saw si'^ty- 
six bishops of the most intellectual part of the earth at that 
period deciding that it was not necessary to wait till a babe 
was eight days old to baptize it. The decision was unani- 
mous. Those bishops — the great body of them were preach- 
ers and vigorous men, when TertuUian and Origen yet lived, 
and of the same country, the same districts. It did not come 
into practice as an innovation then, between TertuUian and 
these bishops, most of whom went through fearful fires of 
persecution in their lives. It is preposterous to suppose that 
any part of the church failed, to baptize them; for had a part 
not done so, such a decision could not have been so promptly 
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reached, being uiianiraous: It is unusual to have on great 
questions, such a decision, never one a new one. Every 
charge introduced produced great agitation and schisms. 

Nothing of the kind occurs as to baptism of infants. Ter- 
tullian's opposition shows it to have been unanimous in his 
day — A. D. 190. 1. The parties baptized in his day are of "in- 
nocent age." They are too young to be personally guilty. 
Hence ^^infants" in Bible language in the true sense of the 
word. They were too young to know what it was to be bap- 
tized. Hence "infants"— parrwZi— little children. They were too 
young to manifest what would be their disposition of mind — 
too young to "learn" — hence infants of tenderest age. Such 
are a fewof the many attributes of infancy Tertullian attributes 
to those baptized in his day. A. Campbell is honest 
enough always to call them infants, but such utter perverters 
of all historic truth as Orchard and that class, have even dared 
to assert that Tertullian is talking about minors simply ! 

Strange then if at that day the church was only in small 
part baptizing minors, people 18, 16, and 15 years old ! for 
Baptists tell us it began to be mooted in Tertullian's day 
whether or not minors should have baptism, etc. ! I 

Had a goodly part of the church not baptized infants Ter- 
tullian being a shrewd lawyer, a scholar, and rhetorician, 
would have allied himself with that party. He finds no such 
party He would have appealed to the old ministers and 
members yet living who were born, some in John's day — oth- 
ers a few years later — bosom friends of the immediate dis- 
ciples of the Apostles, and learned from them the real facts. 
Infant baptism was universal in TertuUian's day. Irenseus, 
born before John died, from best information we can get, the 
bosom companion of Polycarp, John's disciple and bishop of 
Smyrna, refers to baptism as often fathers of that day did, un- 
der "regenerated to God," and names infants first — " infantes." 
As all must see, if infant baptism was not Apostolic, but a later 
innovation, it implied two things — 1. Entire chajage of the doc- 
trine of the church, if Baptist principles are to be presumed. 
2. A radical change in the practice of the church. The wri- 
tings of a swarm of most pious and learned men came down 
48 
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to us filling up the entire period between the Apostles and the 
days of the 66 bishops nanaed. The whole mass of literature 
is as silent as the grave on any such ^change. We gave full 
historic quotations in our speech on the historic aspect of this 
question — seventh,! believe and need not repeat it here. — [3Vm« 
out 
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DR. GRAVES' TENTH REPLY. 

Mr. President. — I wish at the out-start to call your atten- 
tion to the evasive statement of Elder Ditzler as he com- 
menced his last speech, and I frankly express my astonisk- 
ment ! It was Elder Ditzler who privately suggested tome as I 
was rising to deliver my seventh speech .that we discuss the 
Covenants no longer. I replied they are your stronghold, and 
I am going to thoroughly examine them, as we agreed to do. 
He replied I am willing to concede that they furnish no 
ground for infant baptism. I said if you will rise and state 
that to the congregation I will consent to discuss them no 
more. 

Elder Ditzler did rise and did state openly and frankly that 
he conceded that the old Covenants, afforded no ground for 
Infant Baptism and we had mutually agreed to discuss them 
no more. I repeated his confession word for word as it stands 
in the record uncorrected by him or the Moderators, and up- 
on that closed the Old Testament and opened the New and the 
Old Testament Covenant, made with Abraham or Moses we 
have from that hour discussed no more. This audience knows 
I have stated the facts in the case. Does Elder Ditzler wish 
at this late hour in the discussion of this proposition to go 
back on his word and honor, and seek to evade the force of 
that concession? 

I do not agree with him that the Covenant of Redemption 
was made with our first parents after the fall. I showed him 
that what he called that Covenant was made with Satan and 
not with Adam or Eve ! I do not agree with him that the 
Covenant of Redemption was made with Abraham or any of 
the fathers or with any mortal being, but the Father made 
it with his chosen One, the Son, before the foundation-ot 
the world, and Christ stood surety to the Father for his people, 
while Elder Ditzler declares it was made by God, the Father 
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with Abraham, and Christ stood surety to Abraham for his 
Father ! ! 

No Sir, from his open surrender of the Old Covenants as a 
ground of Infant Baptism he cannot escape 4iow from his terri- 
ble position — touching the Covenant of Kedemption made first 
in the garden — and if so with Satan, and then with Abraham. 

The letter I addressed tp him was after he had surrendered 
the Covenants, and contained a suggestion based upon that 
fact ! ! The letter is here to speak for itself, and the brethren 
who bore it ! What am I to think of this ? 

Proselyte Baptism. 

Since my mere reference to authorities touching the ground- 
lessness of any argument for Infant Baptism based on 
Proselyte Baptism is treated so lightly by my opponent, I will 
put their very words in proof here. I will quote from the 
highest Pedobaptist authorities who have written upon this 
question. 

" Dr. P. Fairbaim, already quoted referring to the idea of Jewish prose- 
lyte baptism as existing before the time of Christ, an idea generally enter- 
tained in Dr. Wallas time, says ; "Later and more discriminating investi- 
gations, however, have shown this view to be untenable." He says that 
" there is no evidence of a Jewish proselyte baptism till about the fourth 
century of the Christian era." " So far, therefore," says he, "as regards 
the institutions of the Old Covenant, and the Scriptures of that covenant, a 
small' approach only is made toward that state of things which meets us 
at the gospel era, when the fore-runner of our Lord came forth with a 
specific ordinance of baptism, as an initiatory rite to be administered to all 
who listened to his word ; and at a later period the apostles received 
tJirough such an ordinance all believers into the church of Christ." {Im.'p. 
Bib. Die, Art, Bap.) Jn his Hermeneuiical Manual, he says, "So far as 
the direct evidence goes, the very utmost that can be said is, that indica- 
tions appear of Jewish proselyte baptism as an existing practice during 
the fourth century of the Christian era. And as there is no historical 
ground for supposing it to have been then originated, it may, with some 
probability, be held to have been commonly in operation for a certain 
time previously. But if we inquire wheuj or Aom?, we can fij:id no satisfac- 
tory answer, all is involved in uncertainty." — p. 275. 

" Dr. E. De Pressense (Presby. j thus writes: "Considered from an apos- 
toUc point of view, baptism would be allied neither tp circumcision, nor to 
the baptism which was administered to proselytes under Judaism. There is 
between it and circumcision all the difference which exists between the the- 
ocracy into which one enters by Inrth, and the church into which one en- 
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ters by conversion. It is in direct connexion with faith ; that is to say, 
with the most free and the most individual act of the human soul. 

As to the baptism administered to Jewish proselytes, it accom- 
panied circumcision, and had the same signification. It washed 
the neophyte and his family from the filth of paganism, and in- 
dicated his incorporation and that of his children into the Jewish theocra- 
cy ; its character was essentially national and theocratic. Christian bap- 
tism does not transmit itself by right of inheritance any more than faith. 
This is the grand reason that makes us believe that in the apostolic age it 
was not administered to infants. We cannot quote any positive fact in 
the New Testament that proves infant baptism : the historic proofe that 
have been alleged are insufficient. There is only one doubtful case ; and 
those who attach more importance to the general spirit of the New Tes- 
tament than to an isolated text, do not hesitate to contest all its worth. 
Besides, if we must confess that the baptism of infants began to invade 
the church in the second century, the principal idea of baptism still clings 
to it in all its essential elements. The rule is to require a living faith of 
those who demand it: it is surrounded with solemn guarantees; it is 
prefaced by three years of instruction; and it is administered only after 
multiplied and vigorous proofs. " The baptism of infants, far from being 
traced back to the apostles, is an innovation which coincides with the 
prevalence of Episcopal notions." 

Dr. Lardnen — ** As for the baptism of Jewish proselytes, I. take it to 
be a mere fiction of the rabbis." " A Jewish rite," says Mr. Booth, " re- 
specting which the Bible is profoundly sUent, becomes the pedestal for a 
Christian ceremony ; and one presumption is erected upon another-" 

Prof. M. Stuart — " We are destitute of any early testimony to the prac- 
tice of proselyte baptism, antecedently to the Christian era. The origi- 
nal institution of admitting Jews to the covenant, and strangers to the 
same, prescribed no other rite than that of circumcision. No account of 
any other is found in the Old Testament; none in the Apocrypha, New 
Testament, Targums of Onkelos, Jonathan, Joseph the Blind, or in the 
work of any other Targumist, excepting Pseudo-Jonathan, whose work 
belongs to the seventh or eighth century. No evidence is found in Philo, 
JosephuSy or any of the earlier Christian writers. How could an allusion 
to such a rite have escaped them all^ if it were as common, and as much 
required by usage as circumcision " 

Dr. J. Bennett says ; " The Talmud is so replete with folly and filth, 
that a Jewish education enfeebles, distorts, and pollutes the mind" {Cong, 
Z/ec.j voL viii, p. 238). Yet from a knowledge of such "folly and filth" 
we are to learn what is Christian baptism ! 

" Dr. Kitto, on proselyte baptism as existing before John^s, and John's 
being derived fronii it, says : ** This opinion is not at all tenable ; for as an 
act which strictly gives validity to the admission of a proselyte, and is no 
mere accompaniment to his admission, baptism certainly is not alluded to 
in the New Testament ; while, as to the passages quoted in proof from the 
/»lfmgi/»fl.l (profane) writers of that period, they are all open to the most fun- 
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damental objections. Nor is the utter silence of Josephus and Piiilo on 
the subject a less weighty argument against this view. It is true that 
mention is made in the Talmud of that regulation as already existing in 
the first century ; but such statements belong only to the traditions of 
the Gtemara, and require careM investigation before they can s«rve as 
proper authority" (Cy. Art. Bap J) 

I will now continue my examination .of New Testament 

Churches. 

There were no Infants in the Church at Ephesus. 

In Paul's letter to this church, he addressed them as a body of 
Saints and faithful in Christ Jesus, who had been blessed with 
all spiritual blessings in heavenly things in Christ, — as a com- 
pany of persons who had been chosen before the foundation 
of the world to holiness and blamelessness in love, and pre- 
destinated into the adoption of children by Jesus Christ, 
not through goodness foreseen, but according 'Ho the promise 
of the glory of His grace," wherein he hath made us ac- 
cepted in the beloved. I will read a few sentences from the 

address of Paul to them : 

" In whom we have redemption through his Wood, the forgiveness of 
sins, according to the riches of his grace ; wherein he hath abounded to- 
ward us in all wisdom and prudence ; having made known unto us the 
mystery of his will, according to his good pleasure which he hath pur- 
posed in himself: That in the dispensation of the fulness c^ times he 
might gather together in one all things in Christ, both which are in heav- 
en, and which are on earth ; even in him : In whom also we have obtained 
an inheritance, being predestinated according to the purpose of him who 
worketh all things after the counsel of his own will ; that we should be to 
the praise of his glory, who first trusted in Christ. In whom ye also trusted^ 
after that ye heard the word of truth, the gospel of your salvation; in 
whom also, after that ye believed, ye were sealed with that Holy Spirit of 
promise, which is the earnest of our inheritance until the redemption of the 
purchased possession, unto the praise of his glory. — ^Eph. i, 7-14. 

No one who respects the divine record, candoubl that this 
was a church of professed believers — those who had heard 
and believed, and been sealed by the Holy Spirit. This 
certainly was not a church — a society like any one Eld. Ditzler 
can find in the Old Testament — composed principally of infants 
and uuregenerate men, but a model of the spiritual church 
of Christjbuilt up of living, precious stones. 'Let the inquirer 
read the whole epistle, and he will see that it forbids the idea 
of infants being members of it. 
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There were no Infants in the Church at Colosse. 

Paul addressed this church as a body of persons who with- 
out exception, though once alienated and enemies, as then 
reconciled — and made complete in Christ. 

"In whom also ye are circumcised with the circumcision made with- 
out hands, in putting off the body of the sins of the flesh by the circum- 
cision of ChiTst" " Buried with him in baptism, wherein also ye are risen 
with him through the faith of the operation of God, who hath raised him 
from the dead."" And you, being dead in your sins and the Hncircum- 
Qision of your flesh, hath he quickened together with him, having for- 
given you all trespasses." "Blotting out the handwriting of ordinances 
that was against us, which was contrary to us, and took it out of th« 
way, nailing it to his cross." Col. ii. 11-14. 

K the members of this church had been baptized, and every 
one of them had been buried in their baptism — they had also 
been raised up with Christ through faith — which cannot be 
aaid of an infant. They were indeed a body of "faithful men" 
who were dead to sin, and their lives hid with Christ in God. 

For ye are dead, and your Hfe is hid with Christ in Gtod." Col. iii. 3. 

There were indeed children in this church, but thev were 
old enough to be addressed thus. 

" 20. Cliildren, obey your parents in all things : for this is weU pleasing 
unto the Lord." 

There were no infants in the Churches addressed bt the 

Epistle to the Hebrews. 

(1). They are addressed throughout as holy brethren^ partakers of 
the heavenly calling, and not of those who drew back unto per- 
dition, but who had believed unto the saving of their soidsJ' Heb. 
X, 89. This certainly was a church of professed Christians ! 
They are addressed as, ^^brethren,* they had therefore publicly 
associated themselves as members with the church by bap- 
tism. No Evangelist or Apostle ever addressed any unbaptized 
person as, " brother," nor should we. It implies a member 
of the same family, fraternity or organization. A Mason does 
not address an Odd Fellow as " brother" for the very good 
reason he don't belong to the same fraternity. I do not ad- 
dress my opponent as brother for he has never been baptized, 
he does not belong to the same visible family or fraternity 
with myself. 
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^. They had all made a public profession of their faith. 

Mark the apostle^s exhortation to them : " Let us draw near with a 
true heart in full assurance of fiiith, having our hearts sprinkled from an 
evil conscience and our bodies washed withpure water." "Let us 
hold fast the profession of our faith without wavering; for hew fiiith- 
ful that promised; "And let us consider one another to provoke unto 
love and to good works: " Not forsaking the assembling of ourselves 
together, as the manner of some is / but exhorting one another : aud so 
much the more, as ye see the day approaching.'' — ^Heb. x. 22-25. 

Thes^ Jewish Christians well understood the type — the 
cleansing of a leper under the law. They knew that blood 
was always before water. When found to be healed he was 
first sprinkled by the priest with the blood of the slain bird, 
mingled with spring water, and then before he was allowed to 
come into the congregation of Israel, he must bathe, immerse 
his body in water. And this last act was a profession that he was 
clean and fit to unite with the congregation. So says the 
apostle to these Christian Jews, having had our hearts 
sprinkled with the blood of Christ, of which that blood was 
a type, and our bodies immersed in pare water, let us hold 
fast the profession of our faith, clearly indicating that the im- 
mersion of the body in pure water was a profession of faith. 

3, The primitive Jewish churches were .wholly composed of pro- 
fessedly " first born" ones whose names were registered in the 
Book of Life. 

I have explained this passage at length in a former speech, 
and given A. Clarke's full comment, and to that I refer all. It 
is conclusive beyond a question. 

I would here call attention to the testimony of the following 
distinguished Pedobaptist authorities regarding the import of 
the foregoing citations from the Epistle to the Hebrews. 

Abp. TiLiiOTSON-— "This refers to that solemn profession of faith whicSi 
was made by all believers at their baptism."— Works, vol. iv. p. 865. 

Dr. Doddridge — "Our bodies in baptism washed In pure water, in- 
tended to represent our being cleansed fi'om sin."— Para, on Heb. x. 32* 

Dr. BiiOOMFiEiJ>— "The ftill sense, imperfectly developed, Is, *Let us 
hold fast unflinchingly the faith we confessed [in baptism], and cling in 
the hope involved in that profession."— Gr. Tes. Sup. vol. on Heb. x. 23. 

I have one more — concluding and conclusive — argument to 
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oflfer in proof, that infant membership is not warranted by the 
New Testament. 

There were no infants among all the Jewish churches, 

ADDRESSED BY PeTER IN HIS TWO GENERAL EPISTLES. 

He addressed two epistles* to Christian Jews, members of 
churches, because they had been baptized, throughout Pon- 
tus, Qalatia, Cappadocia, Asia and Bithynia — ^including the 
church in Babylon, members of these. Peter tells the churches 
what baptism was to each one of them, the answer of a good 
conscience towards God — 1 Peter, iii. 20. What this means, I 
prefer to have Pedobaptist scholars, including Jno. Wesley 
and R. Watson to testify, for surely m^ opponent will not 
gainsay them all. 

J. Wesley — "Through the water of baptism we are saved from the sin 
which overwhelms the world as a flood ; not indeed the bare outward sign 
but the inward grace : a Divine c .n-dousneas^ that both our persons and oiu* 
actions are accepted throngh Him who died and rose again for us" (Notes 
on N. T. on 1 Pe. iii. 21) — Can Christian baptism according to these writers 
be other than believers* baptism ? 

R. Watson — "Now, whether we take the word e/>ero<em«,. rendered in 
our translation ^answer,' for a demand or requirement; or for the answer 
to a question or questions; or in the sense of stipulation : the general im- 
port of the passage is nearly the same. If the first, then the meaning of 
the apostle is, that baptism is not the putting away the filth of the flesh, 
not a mere external ceremony; but a right which requires or demands 
something of us, in order to the attainment of a good conscience. What 
that is, we learn from the words of our Lord; it is faith in Christ. — *He that 
believeth and is baptized shall be saved ;' which faith is the reliance of a 
penitent upon the atonement of the Savior, who thus submits with all 
gratitude and truth to the terms of the evangelical covenant" (Theol. Ins. 
vol, iv. p. 407). Again, "St. Peter preserves the correspondence between 
the act of Noah iapreparlng the Ark as an act of faith by which he was jus- 
tified, and the act of submitting to Christian baptism, which is also obvi- 
ously an act offaith^^ (p. 409. 

There could have been no infants in any one of all these 
churches — they were Baptist churches, one and all. 

I now sum up my second argument from apostolic teach- 
ings and practice. I have shown conclusively and proved, by 
a host of Pedobaptist scholars and commentators, that the 
baptism of an infant effectually destroys the symbolism of baptism^ 
and renders it, not only a meaningless ceremony, but makes it 
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misstate the truth — teaph positive fal8ehood8-5-a.ud that it des- 
troys the perpetual analogy of Christian bapytism. It, there- 
fore, cannot be authorized, but is forbidden by the teachingg 
of ill! the apostles. 

I have shown that it was not known by the churchea 
planted or addressed by the apostles, and specifically, that 
there could have been none in the following churches — L e., 
Jerusalem, Samaria, Rome, Ephesus, Colosse, Corinth, Baby- 
lon, nor in any of the churches in Pontus,Galatia, Cappadocia, 
Bithynia, nor in ail AsiUy nor in any church composed of Jews^ in 
any part of the world. If not in churches composed of Jews, 
then where need we look for it? 

I have thus placed before you the teachings of the New 
Testament, and by showing what these are, have successfully 
met all his arguments drawn from them. I have demonstra- 
ted that it was neither authorized by Christ, enjoined by the 
apostles, nor practiced by any apostolic church. That it arose 
in the second century after Christ, with the doctrine of baptis- 
mal regeneration and a host of other dogmas and traditions, I 
am free to admit. The first person to mention it was Ter- 
tuUian^ A. D. 150^ and he opposed it. The proposition calls upon 
Eld. Ditzler to prove that Infant Baptism is authorized by the 
Word of God — not that it was practiced by a corrupt section of 
the professed church in early times. I now wish to introduce 

The Testimony OF Thirty-seven Eminent Pedobaptists, His- 
torians, Critics and Scholars. 

I will introduce these with the recent; statement of the 

ripest scholar and logician in my friends own church — the 

Carson of Methcdists^Doctor A. T. Bledsoe, L L. D., editor 

of the Southern Review, published under the auspices of 

the Methodist Episcopal Christian Society. 

" It is an article of our faith, that * the baptism of young children [in- 
fants] is in any wise to be retained in the Church, a« most agreeable to the 
institution of Christ,^ But yet, with all our searching, we have been un- 
able to find, in the New Testament, a single express declaration, or word, 
in favor of Infant Baptism. We justify the right, therefore, solely on the 
ground of logical inference, and not on any express word of Christ or his 
Apostles. This may, perhaps, be deemed, by some of our readers a 
strange position for a paedobaptist. It is by no means, however, a singu- 
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lar opinion. Hundreds of learned x>8pdobaptistB have oome to the same 
conclusion ; especially since the New Testament has heen subjected to a 
doser, more conscientious, and more candid exegesis than was formerly 
practised by controversialists.'' 

In Knapp's Theology, for example, it is said : ^ There is no decisive ex- 
ample of this practice in the New Testament; for it may be objected 
against those passages where the baptism of the whole fEunilies *is men- 
tioned, viz :— Acts X. 42^ ; xvi. 15-33; 1 Ck>r. i. 16, that it is doubtftil wheth- 
er there were any children in those fistmilies, and if there were, whether 
they were then baptized. From the passage. Matt, xxviii. 19, it does not 
necessarily follow that Christ commanded Infant Baptism (the maiheteuein 
is neither for nor against) ; nor does this follow any more from John ill. 
5, and Mark x. 14-16. There is, therefore, no express command for In- 
fEuit Baptism found in the New Testament, as Morus (p. 215, § 12) Justly 
concedes.' (Vol. ii. p. 524)." 

Dr. Jacob also says, * However reasonably we my be convinced that we 
tind in the Christian Scriptures *' the fundamental idea from which in- 
fant baptism was afterward developed," and by which it may now h% 
Justified, it ought to be distinctly acknowledged that it is not an apostolic ordi- 
f»a«ce." (p. 271). 

In like manner, or to the same effect, Neander says : ^ Originally bap- 
tism was administered to adults ; nor is the general spread of Infant Bap- 
tism at a later period any proof to the contrary ; for even after Infant 
Baptism had been set forth as an Apostolic insitution, its introduction into 
the general practice of the Church was but slow. Had it rested ou apos- 
tolic authority, there would have been a difficulty in explaining its late 
approval, and that even in the third century it was opposed by at least 
one eminent Father of the Church." (p. 229). 

We quote this passage, not because its logic does, in every respect, carry 
conviction to our mind, but simply to show how completely Neander con- 
cedes the point J that Infant Bav ism is not an Apostolic ordinance. We might, if 
necessary, adduce the admission of many other profoundly learned psedo- 
baptists, that their doctrine is not found in the New Testament^ either in express 
tei'MSf or by implication from any portion of its language,''^ Southern Review, 
vol. 14, p. 334-225. 

Let his declaration be put into capital letters — for it is all 

the authority for infknt baptism any candid scholar will claim. 

We justify the rite, therefore solely on the ground of 

LOGICAL INFERENCE." 

Luther. — " It cannot be proved by the sacred Scripture that infant bap- 
tism was instituted by Christ." — ^In A. R.'s Vanity of Jnf, Bap,, part ii, p. 8. 

Erasmus. — *^Paul does not seem in Bom. vi, 4 to treat about infants. 
* * It was not yet the custom for infants to be baptized."— -4nno. on 
Rom. V. 14. 

Calvin.—" Because Christ requires teaching before baptizing, and will 
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have believers only admitted to baptism, baptism does not seem to be 
rightly administered, except faith precede. '' — ^In Wallace on Chr, Bap. p. 52. 

LiMBOBCH. — " There is no express command for it in Scripture ; nay, 
all those passages wherein baptism is commanded, do immediatdy relate 
to adult persons, since they are ordered to be instructed, and faith is pre- 
requisite as a necessary qualification. ♦ * * There is no Instance that 
can be produced, from whence it may indisputably be inferred, that any 
child was baptized by the apostles." — Com, Sys, of Div,j b. v, c. xxii, ? 2 

Bp. Burnet. — ** There is no express precept, or rule, given in the New 
Testament for the baptism of infants.'' — Expo, of S9 A^t, Art. xxvii. 

Stapfbrus. — " There is not any express command in the Holy Scrip- 
ture concerning the baptism of infants." — Theol, Polem,, cap. ili, 2 1647. 

T. FuiiLER. — " We do li-eely confess that there is neither express pre- 
cept nor precedent in the New Testament, for the baptizing of infants." — 
Infant's Advo,^ p. 71. 

Cawdbey. — " The Scriptures are not dear, that infant baptism was an 
apostolic practice." " We have not in Scripture either precept or exam- 
ple of children baptized." — In Booth's Pa^, Ex,, vol. i, p. 306. 

Magdebubg Centubiatobs. — "Examples prove that adults, both 
Jews and Gentiles, were baptized. Concerning the baptism of infants, 
there are no examples of which we read." — Cent, i, 1. ii, c. vi. 

Witsius. — " We do not indeed deny that there is no express and special 
command of Gk)d, or of Christ, concerning infant baptism." — CEcon,, 1. iv, 
ch. xvi, § 41. 

Heideg^ebus. — " There be neither express precept nor example for in- 
fant baptism." — Gorp, Theol, ^ 1. xxv, § 55. 

Archd. Paley. — "At tiie time the Scriptures were written, none were 
baptized but converts."— &r. on 2 Pe. ill, 15, 16. 

Bp. Stlllingpleet. — " Whether baptism shall be administered to in- 
fants, or no, is not set down in express words, but left to be gathered by 
analogy and consequences " — Jrenicum, p. ii, c. iv, p. 178. 

(EcoiiAMPADius. — "No passage in the holy Scripture has occurred to 
our observation as yet which as far as the slendemess of our capacity can 
discern, should persuade us to profess Psedobaptism." — In Booth's Pcscto, 
Ex,, vol. i, p. 308. 

Cellabius.—" Infant baptism is neither commanded in the sacred 
Scripture, nor is it confirmed by apostolic examples."— In Booth's Poed, 
Ex,, p. 309. 

Db. Dwight. — " In the Scriptures" "there is no instance in which it 
is declared, in so many terms, that infants were baptized. — Sermon 157th, 

Staphilus. — " It is not expressed in holy Scripture that young childi'en 
should be baptized." — In T Lawson's Baptismoh^a, p. 115. 

Bp. Bablow. — " I do believe and know there is neither precept nor 
example in Scripture for Psedobaptism " — In Dr. Wallace's Chr, Bap, 
page 59. 
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Db. Doddbidoe. — " We do not meet with any instance in the earliest 
prin^itive antiquity in which the baptism of any child of Christian 
parents, whether infant or adult, is expressly mentioned " {Miae, Works^ p. 
p. 489). 

M. Mabtindale. — " There are no express examples in the New Testa- 
ment of Christ and His apostles baptizing infants.'' — Bib, Die, Art. Bap, 

p. Edwabds. — ** There is neither express precept nor example for in- 
fant baptism in the New Testament." — Can, Rea,^ p. 9. 

M. PooiiE. — " I cannot be of their mind who think that persons may 
be baptized before they be taught: we want precedents of any such bap- 
tism in Scripture." — Anno,^ on Matt xxviii, 19. 

Db. Bunsen. — ** The Reformation accepted Psedobaptism, although its 
leaders were more or less aware that it was neither Scriptural nor apos- 
tolic." Of things believed to be destitute of Divine authority, Dr. B. 
speaks as ** no more scriptural than infant baptism is The gospel is 
sUent upon the subject of the sprinkling of infants " — H>ppoly vol. ii, pp. 
105, 226; vol. iii, p. 205. 

Db. Stabk. — " There is not a single example to be found in the New 
Testament where infants were baptized. In household baptisms there 
was always reference to the gospel's having been received. The New 
Testament presents Just as good ground for infant communion. There- 
fore learned men (such as Salmatias Arnold, Louis de Vives, Suicer, and 
W. Strabo) have regarded both infant baptism and infant communion as 
innovations introduced since the apostles' times." — His, of Bap,j p. 10. 

Db. Jacobi. — " Infant baptism was established neither by Christ nor 
His apostles." — Kitto's Cy, Art. Bap. 

Db. F. ScHLEiEBMACHEit.— "All traccs of infant baptism which one 
will find in the New Testament, must first be put into it." — Chris, Theol, 
p. 383. 

Rheinard, Mobus, and Doderlein, says Bretschneider, "aflftrm that 
infant baptism is not to be found in the Bible."— 7*A«o/. vol. ii, p. 578. 

EIaiser declares : " Infant baptism was not an original institution of 
Christianity."— 5i6. Theol, vol. i p. 178. 

Prof. Hahn.— " Baptism, according to its original design, can be giv- 
en only to adults, who are capable of true knowledge, repentance and 
faith. There is not in the Scripture a sure example of infant baptism to 
be found, and we must concede that the numerous opposers of it cannot 
be contradicted on gospel grounds." — Theol, j p. 556. 

Hagenbach, after maintaing that infant baptism had no existence in 
the earliest apostolic church, says : " The passages from Scripture which are 
thought to intimate that infant baptism had come into use in the primi- 
tive church, are doubtful and good for nothing, viz., Mark x, 14; Matt. 
xviii, 4, 6; Acts ii, 38, 39, 41 ; Acts x, 46; 1 Cor. i, 16; Col. ii 11, 12."— 
His, of Doc, p. 210. 

I have not time to follow my opponent into the history of 
that portion of the church that apostatized from the truth, 
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and multiplied traditions and practiced commandments of 
men — for the proposition before us, limits this discussion to 
the Word of Ood. But 1 will affirm this, that that portion of 
the church entitled to be called the "true witnesses," never 
did practice either infant baptism nor sprinkling, and never 
symbolized with the Episcopacy, or the Papacy. Of the 
Baptists Sir Isaac Newton justly says: "They are the only de- 
nomination that never symbolized with the Papacy." 

I will affirm another fact that every student of history 
knowSy that when you first meet with infant baptism, A. D. 
150, you find it opposed, and you find springing up with it 
sponsors, god-fathers and god-mothers — and salt and chrism, 
and exorcism, and trine immersion, traditions all. 

And I will state another significant fact. The corrupt and 
pernicious doctrine of baptismal resreneration — no salvation 
without baptism — originated the pratice of infant baptistn, 
and another fact, every sect that has practiced infant baptism, 
has done so, and now does so, in order to confer grace or sal- 
vation upon the infant, as their Rituals, one and all, show. 
The implication is, that without baptism, the soul of the in- 
fant is endangered or lost. 

I will state another historical fact, admitted by Wall to be 
a fact, and a stunning fact against the apostolic origin, or that 
the practice of infant baptism was anything but general the 
first four or five centuries ; and that fact is, that a large 
number of the most eminent church Fathers and writers, 
were not baptized in infancy — nor until they had made a 
personal profession of Christ, when it is known that their 
parents were Christians ! 

"I produce the following passages, quoted by Dan vers, out of the Magde- 
burg Centuriators — authority that no scholar will question : 

"Chrysostom saith that the time of conversion was the only fit time for 
baptism.^ ^ 

Hugo Grotius testifies : "That Chrysostom was bom of Christian parents 
and educated by Meletius, a bishop. Was not baptized till past twenty- 
one." And Montfaucon further testifies : 

"That his father's name was Secimdus, and his mother's An thusia, both 
Christians before John was born ; and that John was twenty-eight years 
of age when he was baptized.' ' 
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Jerome sadth, "T&t, in the Eastern Churches, the adults only were bap- 
tized." — Epistle agaxTut the errors of John^ of Jerusalem, 

Again, in his EpisUe to Pumachms: ''They are to be admitted to baptism 
to whom it doth properly belong, viz., those only who have been in- 
structed hi the faith." 

But Jerome was not himself baptized until thirty yeiars old. Erasmus, 
in Vita Hieronymi, testifies— "That Jerome, bom in the city ofStrydon, 
of Christian parents, and brought up in the Christian religion, was bap- 
tized at Home, in the thirtieth year of his age." 

Here is a list of the names : Basil, Chrysostom, Jerome, Theodore the 
Emperor, Gregory Nazianzen, Ambrose, Polycrates, Declaries, the Em- 
peror Constantine, and many nobles, and even Austin himself, of the fifth 
century. In addition to these, Pancratius, Pontius, Nazarius, Tecla, Lui- 
gerus, Erasma Tusca— all offsprings of believers, and yet not baptized 
till aged." 

Orchard pertinently remarks in a note upon this fact— ''Since these 
names with others which could be recorded, are some of the most distin- 
guished for respectability, in the annals of history, one plain evidence en- 
forces itself upon our attention; that PedobapHsm was unknown among 
royalty, courtiers, and respectable persons in Europe, at the period of these 
eminent men's births." 

This argument staggered Wall, and well it might It, of itself, dissi- 
pated into thin air all his arguments and alleged historical evidences. He 
was forced to confess, in view of it as follows,: "It seems to me that the 
instances which the Baptists give of persons not baptized in infancy, 
though bom of Cliristian parents are not, if the matter of fact be true, se 
inconsiderable as this last plea [the sayings of the fathers] would represent. 
On the contrary, the persona they mention are so MANY AND SUCH •noted 
PERSONS, that (if they all be allowed) it is an argument that leaving chil- 
dren, unbaptized was no unusal, but a frequent and ordinary thing ; for, it 
is obvious to conclude, that if we can, in so remote an age, trace the prac- 
tice of so many that did this, it is probable that a great many morcy of whose 
birth and baptism we do not read, did the like. This I will own, that it 
seems to me the argument of greatest weight of any that is brought on the 
Baptist side in this dispute about antiquity." 

Curcelleus, a Presbyterian, says : 

"Pedobaptism was not known in the world the two first ages after 
Christ ; in the third and fourth it was approved hyfew ; at length, in the 
fifth and following ages, it began to obtain in divers places; and, therefore 
we (Pedobaptists) observe tiiis rite. Indeed, as an ancient custom, but not 
as an apostolic tradition. The custom of baptizing infants did not begin 
before the third age after Christ, and that there appears not the least foot- 
step of it for the first two centuries." 

And if these crushing historical facts are not sufficient to 
settle this question in the mind of every candid Christian, I 
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might add the testimony of the Councik of the first six cen- 
turies. 1 have time to add a few : 

**The Council of Elvira or Granada, A.D. 305, enjoins a delay of baptism, 
if the catechumeni act worldly; also adultery and intermarriages should 
be checked, and ministers of religion should not have strange women with 
them." 

"The Council of Lao4icea, A.D. 365, required notice from the person who 
intended to be baptized, and resolved all should be instructed before they 
received it ; and determined that the baptized should rehearse the articles 
of the creed." 

"The Council of Constantinople, A. D. 384, decreed that certain persons 
should remain a long time imder Scriptural instruction before they receive 
baptism." 

"The Council of Carthage, A. D. 397, in canon thirty-four, declares that 
'sick persons shall be baptized, who can not answer any longer, when 
those who are by them testify that they desire it.' Again, those who have 
no testimonials, and do not remember that they were baptized shall be 
baptized anew." 

Refutation. 

ARG.XXXVin. (1) That cannot be an institution of Christ, for which 
there is neither command nor example in all Gtod's Word, nor promise^ to 
those who observe it, nor threatenings to those who neglect it. 

(2) But Pedobaptists themselves assert that there is no command for, 
or example of it, and consequently there can be no promise to those who 
observe, or threatenings to those who neglect it. 

(3) Ergo^ the baptism of infants, unbelieving children, is no institution 
of Christ, and consequently must be a device of man, and to teach and 
practice it for a divine appointment must be a sin. 

Dilemma. — Christian Baptism is either a parental or a personal duty. 

If it is a parental duty, it is not obligatory upon the child should the 
parents neglect it, and therefore to be baptized is not the duty of any 
living unbaptized adult on this earth — which is absurd. If it is ajoer- 
8onaL duty then, it is not the duty of any parent or priest to baptize an in- 
fant without its volition, choice — and it certainly cannot be obligatory 
upon any infant, which is destructive of the entire theory of Infknt 
Baptism. 

Perhaps Elder Ditzler would do his people a favor by getting out of this 
dilemma himself and teaching them the way out. 

Note. — ^This is the letter referred to on page 772 : 

Carrolton, Mo., Monday night. 
Elder J. Ditzler ;— 

Dear Sir; — As you decline to discuss the covenants in connection with 
tills proposition, and as yqu do not ground Infant Baptism upon them, it 
is very well, and I shall not press it therefore. I propose we spend the 
day (Tuesday) upon it, and open on communion on Wednesday morning. 
Trusting this will be agreeable to your feeling, I am, yours truly, 

J R. Graves. 
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DR. DITZLER'S ELEVENTH SPEECH. 

Gentlemen Moderators. — It is to be regretted that Dr. 
Graves reserved a number of things to this late hour, and for 
the first time introduces them when I have but the one-half 
hour speech, in which it is usual to give a condensed sum- 
ming up of what has been stated. I shall have to briefly notice 
the new points he so late in the debate brings up, after virtu- 
ally doing nothing the past entire four speeches. I pressed 
my main matter on his attention promptly and from my first 
speech, when I was in the negative, as the record will show. 

He says the Apostles, etc., did not call people "brother" till 
baptized ! Ananias said, "Brother Saul, the Lord Jesus who 
appeared unto thee, etc.," Acts ix. He was afterwards bap- 
tized. So you see the Doctor's hobbiei wont do. 

Panoiki — "with all his house" in our version is purely an 
adverb, and he knows it, and can do nothing but qualify an- 
other word — a verb, in this as in most cases. It tells how he 
rejoiced — amidst his whole house — rejoiced in his family. We 
have no English word that completely represents it in a brief 
way, hence the manner in which it is drawn out into four 
words, one in Greek. 

He calls for an express command to baptize infants, and tells 
us Bledsoe, Knapp, etc., etc., admit there is no such express 
command. Knapp says no "decisive mention" of it, etc., etc. 
Is there any " express command" by Christ to us — to any sinner 
to-day to be baptized? Not a word of it! The express com- 
mand is to the Apostles — go disciple — baptizing them." Our 
submitting to baptism is a legitimate and just inference^ but 
still it is solely on the grounds of several inferences that any of 
us is baptized. We infer 1. That the baptizer is legitimately 
commanded by the nature of the commission, and his relation 
to it as a preacher. 2. That as he is commanded to baptize, 
he could not do so and no such command could be given un- 
less it contemplated our submission to it. So not only are 
49 
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not infants expressly commanded, but adults are not. As to 
its not being mentioned, we met that with an overwhelming 
answer he can never meet on earth. As to Dr. Bledsoe, 
he expressly repeats that the commission, though it does not 
specify any class — men, women, boys, or children, or infants 
— ^Ht ordains infant baptism" 

As to writers before named, not naming Proselyte baptism, 
we showed 1. The Bible is perfectly clear on that point. He 
has never even noticed in any way the array of facts we ad- 
duced. 2. Hosts of historians and writers who speak of 
Jews, of baptism, etc., when all agree Proselyte baptism was 
in practice, never mention it, and for the good reason, it had 
been practiced for centuries — since Moses — from the day it was 
introduced. 

He tells us in a certain council all who were baptized said 
the Creed. This is Baptist history again, and Baptist inter- 
pretation. Why in his speech he put it in evidence that the 
statement is utterly untrue : for in several centuries he finds 
three or four nien who were not baptized in infancy, one or 
the other of their parents being heathen, or another accident 
or circumstance intervening, and this in the fourth and fifth 
centuries. Not a word of proof exists that repeating the creed 
was a condition of baptism ; same in adult cases. 

Do you not see that the Doctor treats this question — meets 
question^tif history just as he does the Bible, by taking some 
incidental remark or merest accident, or incident, unconnected 
with the surroundings that would throw light on the subject, 
and interprets history by such means ? It is plain matter of 
history in TertuUian's day that the church baptized infants, 
to say the least. It was not named as restricted to any local- 
ity, part or section of the church. It was universal. In the 
same strain Cyprian records the facts — the council of sixty- 
six Bishops in North Africa, A. D. 251. In the same strain 
Origen records it while Tertullian expressly says — "The 
church gives baptism to infants." It is not a part — a section — 
"the Church." Here we see the whole body of the church is 
embraced. Now Dr. Graves seeks to avoid plain, simple, his- 
toric facts and statements of the most valuable writers — ^writers 
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who have transcribed the very copies of the Bible by which 
we vindicate the purity of our text, and yet to do this he relies 
on such unexplained, unsubstantial, accidental matters as he 
brought up ! Is that the way to meet facts ? 

He then quotes Grotius, who was convicted by Wall of gross 
unfairness and garbling the text. He quotes Stanley, who is 
full of conceits And notions ; and Suicer, who proves infant 
baptism to have been universal in the very centuries you 
natne. Here are his works before us. 

Pelagius, being born and raised.in England, had never seen 
Tertullian's Works, for printing and steamboats, etc., were un- 
known then, and he had never learned of the momentary, — the 
spasmodic opposition of Tertullian. I cannot take up the points 
he raises on Pelagius' views, but simply say, they are wrong, 
and I will expose them in the fifth proposition, when this 
matter will come up again. As to Cardinal Hosius, sixteenth 
century, he did all he could to crush the Reformation, and the 
most effective method was to split up the Protestants. As the 
Anabaptists were the weaker party, mainly uneducated and 
extremely fanatical, he did and said all he could to inflame, 
arouse and encourage them to every conceit and excuse, that 
Protestantism might be disgraced and rulers encouraged to 
put it down as dangerous to law and authority. It is in vain 
you quote such testimony, — it is nothing. 

We must now review our pointa as hurriedly as possible. 
We showed, elaborating all the points, 

1. That there was the church of God — his own church — the 
oflBpring of his covenant of salvation. 

As men are essentially and always the same, and need 
the same remedies, God is the same, we showed that the 
church is one and the same. It is one in its covenant, its 
Head, its aim, its principles. We quote Paul, Heb. ii, 12; 
xii, 24; Acts vii, 38, where the word, "the church" was ap- 
plied to God's people in the wilderness, in David's day, and 
applied to the whole of God's people in all time from Abel till 
his time — looking on it all as a unity. 

2. We analyzed it therefore, and found 1, the word church 
applied to all God's people of all times — embracing all in 
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heaven and earth. 2. It is applied to the whole of God's peo- 
ple on earth — invisible church. 3. It is applied to a local as- 
sembly of God's people who meet at a given place or places 
religiously. We gave details how all this came about and its 
force. 4« We next showed that this church was spiritual. 

This we proved by showing (1), that Christ was the only 
foundation, its faith, its spiritual meat and drink. (2) That 
its ordinances had a spiritual import — symbolizing the purity 
of the heart, Rom. ii, 28, 29; iv, 11; Col. ii, 11. (3) That the 
Gospel was preached to them — Heb, iv, 1-4; Gal. iii; Rom. 
ix, ot which Isa. liii was a sample. (4) That they had rules for 
expelling unfaithful members as strictly laid down as we 
have now. (5) That as then, so now, as now so then, the 
- rules were sometimes faithfully executed and at times they 
were not. (6) Hence that as now, and as in apostolic times, 
Jude iv, 9; 1. Peter, ii; Gal. ii, 4; John iii, 9 — 11, so then, 
bad men got into the visible organizations and at times exer- 
cised a baneful influence. 

6. We then showed that infants were in this church — recog- 
nized in its visible organizations, and received its ordinances 
— the main two ordinances were circumcision and baptism, 
and both were applied to infante. Infants were in the church. 
Our opponents stated this themselves, and the Bible was em- 
phatic on it. 

6. We then showed that promises of endless existence, 
increase, perpetuity with enlargement, endless increase — inher- 
iting the Gentiles, were constantly given to this church. 
Whatever calamities might befall her, in the darkest hours 
these promises of future enlargement were given. They never 
were fulfilled in the ancient church prior to Christ. All agree 
here. They related to Christ's coming ; all are agreed here. 
We know before Christ's death the fulness of the Gentiles never 
came in. They only came in as single proselytes and their 
families. Now all stand on a common level. Are these 
prophecies true or false ? Israel was not to be destroyed, but 
to ''inherit'^ the fulness of the Gentiles — they shall be convert- 
ed unto thee.'' See Isaiah xlix entire. 

7. Jesus came — lived a Jew, died a Jew, called Jews and on- 
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ly Jews to the ministry. Three and a half years he labored, 
reforming the people, uniting all their moral energies and 
forces. He teaches that there are other sheep not of this fold — 
them I must bring in also, and there shall be one fold and one 
shepherd, John x, 16. This is in perfect accord with all that 
we have said. He taught, also, that the Kingdom of Heaven 
— ^illustrated by a vineyard long leased out, — shall be taken 
from the Jews and given to a nation bringing forth the fruits 
thereof. Matt, xxi, 43. How could it be taken from them 
and they charged with guilt in not making a wise use of it, if 
they never had it ? He never has touched these points. And 
he dare not introduce new matter by the rules of debate in his 
final negative. 

Christ acts consistent throughout. He reforms, goes about 
doing good He "repairs." He "restores." By rending 
the vail and giving the commission he lengthens the cords 
and strengthens the stakes. Paul, Eph. ii, 16-21 and Gal. iv 
entire, Boman xi. entire shows that the unbelieving Jews still 
clung to the mere outward form — the ritualistic forms of wor- 
ship. Its law had been "added," brought in " " till the times 
of reformation" — ^^ made nothing perfect," " waxed old," " was 
unprofitable." It was " removed," " taken out of the way." 
All this opened the way to the Gentiles, who "must be brought 
in." ITow take up the actual record of events and they all 
confirm and demonstrate this as the only true view. John 
the Baptist does not organize a church. This Dr. Graves ad- 
mits. The people he baptizes do not receive the Spirit — no 
purging away of moral pollution. They are prepared simply 
to repent, and believe on the Messiah when he comes. 

Jesus organized no church. All those whom he pardoned, 
blessed, remained in their respective synagogues, or churches 
local. Hence we see no new church organized. Christ re- 
mained fortjr days after the resurrection — no new church yet 
On Pentecost we see these reformed, spiritual Jews, but no 
new church. Those who were converted on Pentecost and 
daily those times, were " added to the church " — " added to 
the Lord " — " the Lord added to the church" — not men. 

As this is so important an issue, is it unreasonable in us to 
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demand fact — to require clear, scriptural statement for the 
leading points our opponents seek to prove, since we did so in 
every point, Not a thing is inference on our side. All is pos- 
itive fact — Bible record. Let it be met by the same. We 
quoted Scriptures, New Testament mainly, to show 1. A church. 
2. It was spiritual. 3. Its members assembling for religious 
acts constituted local congregations. 4. Infants were recog- 
nized in the church. 5. Prophecies of perpetuity given to in- 
herit the Gentiles. If it ceased — ^if it perished, it never did 
inherit them, and prophecy all failed. He admitted John did 
not organize a church. We saw that Christ never organized 
a church in his day. Such were the records we gave you* 
We saw that 1. All Bible records thus tallied. 

2. All Bible doctrine (1) Prophets (2) the sayings of Christ, 
John X. 16; Matt. xxi. 43 for example and (3) Paul, Gal. iv.; Rom. 
xi. 12, 15, 16, 19, 20, 21 ; Eph. ii. 16-21, iii. 6, agree that the unbe- 
lieving, rejecting Jews were rejected — "blinded,"'' stumbled,^*' 
"fell away" " cut off," "cast out," and the Gentiles "brought 
in," engrafted into the place made vacant by the outgoing Jews. 

3. Reason confirms all this. It is a reproach to the 
Almighty to suppose that he was experimenting on his own 
policy, and required from four to six thousand year8,according U> 
different systems of chronology, to have a church. Nay, we 
showed that the very word church used by Paul and Christ 
was borrowed and quoted from the Old Testament Greek. 

Now what does the learned Gentleman offer as an ofiset to all 
this? Let us deal in strictest fairness. He relied solely oa 
filing objections to our position — with " syllogisms" — every 
one of which assumed as true the very thing denied and in- 
volved in the question, and assuming as untrue matterswholly 
involved in the proposition ; e. g., he assumed that 
infant baptism was contrary to the teaching of the New Testar 
ment. Therefore, so and so ! And that was his logic ! 

Then he appealed to us to find it expressly named that an 
infant was baptized in the New Testament* We demanded 
where it was expressly named that 1. John baptized awoman^ 
2, or had been baptized himself, or 3, where boys and girl» 
— children were expressly named as baptized in the New Tes- 
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tament, though Baptists do baptize them even as young as ten, 
nine, and some eight years old. Yea, 4, let him find where the 
twelve Apostles were said to have been baptized, or 6, where 
they ever baptized anybody; or 6, where women took the Lord's 
supper, or 7, where Ananias wad baptized, or 8, the seventy who 
preached, or 9, where the one hundred and twenty were bap- 
tized, or 10, where the great body of pious Jews on Pentecost 
— Acts xi. 5-11, were baptized, or 11, where the infants that 
during the whole of Apostolic times were circumcised, are 
anywhere expressly named — that is, the record given, or it 
named where any one of the tens of thousands who were cir- 
cumcised, were said to be circumcised. He was dumb on it all. 

Kow if all these important baptisms are omitted, as he be- 
lieves they are merely omitted to be named, how could we ex- 
pect it to be recorded that the baptism of an infant, a thing as 
common as eating almost, should be specially recorded ? Thus 
we see the most popular hobby against infant baptism utterly 
falls to the ground. 

He then urges that Christ organized the church on the 
Mount — (Matt. v. vi. vii.) We asked for proof. It was not 
even named — attempted. 1 The word church does not occur 
in the sermon. It is not hinted. 2. He gives not ^ hint 
about organizing one. 3. To organize a church means a 
visible, local congregation, with officers, etc. Where were 
such appointed or elected ? In a few hours all the parties are 
gone — and in a short time they are sent over Judea to preach. 
Where is the organized church? Why the word church was 
never used by Christ, so far as the record goes, but on two 
occasions in all his ministry, and the first naming of it is as 
late as Matt. xvi. - 

We called for explanation on the point from the Baptist 
standpoint — how it could be that John's baptism put no one 
into a church, and Christ without baptism did put them into 
the church, without any local congregation — composed only 
of preachers traveling about two by two, but he passes such 
objects in sitence. And by such amazing absurdities and as- 
sumptions as these, the infants are to be rejected ! These are 
the best arguments that can be brought ! 
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Ab a leading opposition, he urged that the ancient church 
was founded on circumcision — hence a mere carnal, ecclesias- 
tico— political institution — a commoHweialth ! But 1. We 
called for proof — none was adduced. 2. We demanded how 
the piety of Abel, the purity of Enoch, Elijah, the feith of 
Abraham, Moses, Samuel, the moral excellency and piety of 
Daniel, the Hebrew children, etc., all of whom lived by faith, 
*• died in faith,*' could come of a mere political institution ? 
He has not attempted an answer ? 3. We then pressed, also, 
the fact that Christ was the foundation of their feith — by his 
stripes they were healed — I Cor. x. 3-4 ; 1. Pet i. 9-11 ; Is. liii. 
entire, hence they trusted on Christ as really as we do. He 
passed it all in silence. As all in all ages trusted in Christ as 
the Lamb slain from the foundation of the world, they are 
one with him. 4. We showed that the church existed before 
circumcision, hence not founded on it 6. We showed that 
circ5umcision was not re-enacted or practiced till the Jews set- 
tled in Canaan — for forty years not a soul was circumcised, 
yet they are not only called " the church of Jehovah" then, 
but ate of the spiritual meat, drank of the spiritual drink — 
yea drank of Christ. 1, Cor. x. 3-4, while in the wilder- 
ness, and called " the church" then also. Acts vii. 38. 
6. We showed that the two ordinances baptism and 
the Lord's supper were administered and were purely 
symbolic as well as circumcision. Gen. xvii.-ll, with Rom- 
iv. 11 ; ii. 28-29 ; Col. ii. 11 ; Ex. xii. 5-21, etc. ; Ex. xxx. 18- 
20; Lev. viii. 6; Num. viii. 7;xix. 13; Ezek. xxxvi. 25; Isa. 
xliv. 3 ; Heb. ix. 10, 13, 19, 21 ; 1 Cor. x. 1-2 ; Ps. Ii. 2-9, etc. 
Hence the administration of circumcision was no more a car- 
nal ordinance than is baptism to-day, and it was as purely sym- 
bolic of purity, as the texts just cited clearly assert. Did he 
meet these facts ? No attempt was made. He aims to offset 
all by asserting-that no law or provision existed for expelling 
unfaithful members. This we promptly exposed elaborately, 
or rather had fully anticipated in our first speech which was 
read. He asserted that bad men were in that " institution," 
hence it was carnal. We showed 1. That bad men — very 
mean men, crept into the church in (1) Paul's day, Gal. ii. 4* 
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(2) in Jude's day, Epis. to Jude, v. 4-9 ; (3) in Peter's day, 1. 
Epis. ii. 4-11; and in John's day, 3. Epis. v. 9-11. 

2. That bad men are in his and our churches to-day, too 
many by odds. Hence to rely on such a fact for argument 
was astonishing. Such were the leading objections he offered 
to our facts from the Bible. 

We showed that before baptism was ordained or named in 
the Old Testament, provision was made for incorporating Gen- 
tiles with their infant offspring into the Jewish church. 
That one law and one custom, and one ordinance should be 
toboth. Baptism was instituted after this-^vent. Hence as a 
Jew could not approach the altar without purification through 
baptism, as symbolic of a purified heart, much less could a 
Gentile approach into the congregation or the church un- 
cleansed. We detailed the Bible facts. They always brought 
in their infants with them. Thus were they proselyted — dis- 
cipled. This continued up till the commission was given. As 
the Apostles were all Jews, Christ a Jew, and no restrictions 
were laid on, but an adherence to the past custom commanded 
— ^^ all things whatsoever I have commanded you" — " I came 
not to destroy, but to fulfill" — it enjoined infant baptism as 
much as adult baptism. 

He relied, finally, on " disciple" as excluding infants. He 
asserted that it implied previous teaching. " You cannot teach 
an infant, hence he cannot be baptized. We replied — 

1. It does not imply preyiou } teaching. This we proved, 
(1) by the greatest of scholars. " (2) by Christ's process of dis- 
cipling. Matt. iv. and ix. 9. (3) by the discipling of all infants 
of converted Gentiles with their parents. (4) by Num. iii. 28, 
where 8,600 infants a month old and upward were put in a 
state of discipleship for future use. 

2, We showed that if his interpretation and position on 
that point were correct, still he was wrong, arid we right, be- 
cause (1) Timothy was a disciple when brephce an infant. He 
had been " taught" " from infancy"— 2. Tim. iii. 15-17, (2) 

from Doctor Graves' position as soon as any one is capable of 
being taught, he is capable of being baptized. But at two, two 

and a half, and three, four and five years old — varying those 

ages as degrees of capacity are found, infants are taught, and 
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taught moBc valuable and impressive lessens. In those ages, * 
the most enduring impressions are made — from two to five 
years old. In Bible and church phraseology, this is infancy. 
In this age — in this period the seeds are sown — the lessons im- 
pressed in vast numbers of cases that make or defeat all future 
character. By the commission we are commanded to baptize 
our infants, even if Doctor Graves' interpretation should be 
excepted, unsupported as it is. You may not evade that duty. 
It is 9/ command by Jesus Christ. We appealed to History. 
We found that in the year 90 after John's death or 89, rather, 
TertuUian found baptism of infants a universal practice in the 
church. Origen, born 84 years after John's death found it uni- 
versal. Irenseus, born before John's death found it univer- 
sal. The 66 bishops 150 years after John's death found it uni- 
versal, in the most cultivated part of the civilized world. We 
showed that the entire space between this council and the 
Apostles — ^between Origen or TertuUian and the Apostles was 
covered by Papias, Justin Martyr, Clemens Alexandrinus, 
Irenseus, Polycarp, Ignatius — most holy, learned and pious 
men. Had infant baptism entered the church during this 
time at any point, a storm of opposition would have met it, 
and a world of discussion ensued. No such fact occurred. Its 
entrance would have implied 1. New doctrines.- 2. A radical 
change in practice. No such change could have come in with- 
out a fearful commotion and schisms almost endless. Not a 
trace of anj such thing appears. Hence it was Apostolic. 
TertuUian opposes it as an existing practice of the church — as 
much so as the baptizing of " young people,'' " widows" or 
any other class whose baptism he opposes in the same para- 
graph with the other. 

Gentlemen Moderators, we have done our duty. Let every 
one do his — bring up your children in the way they should go 
— in the nurture and admonition of the- Lord. Earliest im- 
pressions are always the most lasting. — \Ti7m oui^ 

[At the close of Dr. Graves' reply to the above, it was urged by Dr. 
Ditzler that some new matter was introduced by Dr. Graves, e. g. — ^his 
strictures ^njiarvuli as used by TertuUian,* and Irenseus/ use of regeneratedf 
and several other points that on his part had nbt been introduced, but 
could^ replied to under proposition 5tn, where this matter would come 
up again. See 1st Beply on Prop, v.] 
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DR. GRAVES' ELEVENTH CLOSING REPLY. 

Mr. President : — My opponent has concluded his argument 
to prov^ that Infant Baptism, as practiced by the M. E. Church 
South, for this was the proposition accepted for discussion by 
Eld. Ditzler's committee, is authorized by the word of God. 
Has he shown any authority in God's Word for it? for 
a positive law must be grounded in precept, or clear and 
long continued example, says Blackstone, and so say all 
jurists. Has Eld. Ditzler given you a precept or command 
found in the Bible? Not one. Has he so much as claimed 
that he has? Never once, nor intimated that he has. 
Has he quoted an example of Infant Baptism in either Testa- 
ment? Not one, nor does he claim to have done so. He has 
published to the world that the commission is the only law by 
which to baptize any one, and has he found authority in it? 
He has scarcely mentioned it in the whole discussion. "What 
has he based the practice upon? Upon the identity of the 
church in all ages, and the covenant — made in the garden 
with Eve, he said, but I showed him that what he. called a 
covenant there, was made with Satan — that called the church 
into existence, and which covenant was renewed to Abra- 
ham, re-establishing the church in his family, that con- 
tinued through all the ages until this day ; and since it em- 
braced children in its covenant provisions at the beginning, 
it embraces them to-day. In reply to all this, I first asked 
him to define what he meant by church as he used it, and 
he gave me the definition of what is called the "invisible 
church" — ^the whole comp&ny of the saved in Heaven ! 

I have repeatedly asked him if he would endorse the defini- 
tion of church found in the articles of his own Discipline, and 
he has refused for three days to answer me. He has known 
from the first day that it would be certain death to him to 
define correctly a visible church, or to endorse the article in 
the Disciplme,since that church never existed before the advent 
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of Christ, for according to his own authors, without Christian 
baptism there cannot be and there never was a visible church. 

In his invisible church there never was an ordinance of any kindj 
and of course no bt^ptism, nor was there ever a living infant 
and how then could this church in any way authorize infant 
baptism ? 

But I showed that there was no church in the Garden — or 
Satan was the head of it — nor in the family of Abel, or N'oah, 
or Abraham, Isaac or Jacob. I conclusively demonstrated 
that the Covenant of Redemption was never made with mortal 
sinful flesh, and that the covenant with Noah or the covenants 
made with Abraham, whether considered as two or one, or 
the covenant at Mount Sinai, never called a Christian church 
into existence, and therefore could in no sense warrant Infant 
Baptism. 

After six speeches. Elder Ditzler confessed to the congre- 
gation that he surrendered those covenants — the covenants we 
have been discussing — as affordinjtr any ground for Infant 
Baptism, and upon this surrender of the covenants, which of 
course surrendered with it the whole church identity argu- 
ment, I closed the Old Testament, since it confessedly fur- 
nished no authority for Infant Baptism. 

So much at least has been accompl.shed by this debate, so 
far as Methodists South are concerned. The argument for 
Infant Baptism as heretofore based on the Covenant of Circum- 
cision, is openly surrendered and must be abandoned so long 
as Elder Ditzler bears the endorsement of the Bishops of his 
church. 

« 

His proposed argument was that drawn from analogy be- 
tween the Old and New Testanrent Churches, but it broke 
down with him, but suppose it had not ; analogy can prove 
nothing. 

Leaving the Old he opened the Sfew Testament, but not a 
precept for it or example of Infent Baptism, has he produced to 
authorize it, and if he had found authority for the praxitice^ it 
was still incumbent upon him to show that it was practiced to 
wash away the guilt of original sin and to deliver the infant 
from God's wrath, as his church teaches, by "Wesley, by her 
standard writers, and the Discipline. 
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He has sketched through the New Testament, asking rae 
a multitude of questions and claiming that certain passages 
are in harmony with the practice, or render it probable. 

I think I have fully answered or indicated my answers to 
all his questions which I deem relevant to this subject, and 
I have guarded against wasting time on irrelevant matters, 
with which his speeches have abounded. My answers and the 
difficulties I presented, by way of replication, I will briefly 
sum up here. 

1. He asked me token the church or Christ's visible king- 
dom was ^'set up?" I answered. The gathering of the first 
material or subjects was accomplished by John the Baptist, 
the first ordained minister of the Gospel, and he was ordained 
and commissioned by the King himself as Herald, the first 
officer of his staff. John made the proclamation and terms of 
amnesty and peace, and did make ready a people, subjects for 
his Lord, by immersing in the Jordan those who gave him 
evidence of repentance toward God and faith in the Messiah. 

And these subjects Christ accepted, and assumed jurisdic- 
tion over them. We see here the essential elements of 
a kingdom. 1. A king; 2. Subjects; 3. Jurisdiction claimed 
and acknowledged ; 4. Territory. 

"Bride" is preeminently one of the titles Christ gives his 
church. John said of Jesus, after he had received these sub- 
jects, "he that fmth the Bride, is the bridegroom," and he 
could as properly have said, "he that hath the kingdom is the 
king." 

We have here the germ, the " mustard-seed," state of the 
Kingdom of Heaven that had never appeared on earth before, 
set up, as Daniel prophesied it would be, in the days of the 
kings of the fourth universal Empire, the Roman, and under 
the reign of a Csesar. I have affirmed and do affirm that to 
have been a real visible organization comprised entirely of 
subjects immersed upon a profession of repentance and faith. 

1. It was an organization^ that could be entered. 

"But the publicans and harlots go into the kingdom of Qod before you 
— Matt. xxi. 31. 
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2. Ihe entrance could be ^^shut up" which iq not true of the 

invisible church if there be one. 

" But woe unto you, scribes and Pharisees, hyi)ocrites! for ye shut up 
the kingdom of heaven against men : for ye neither go in ywrselvesj neither 
suffer ye them that are entering to go in.'' Matt, xxiii, 13 

3. It could be violently assailed and suffer at the hands of Us ene- 
mies. 

*'12. And from the days of John the Baptist until now the kingdom of 
heaven suffereth violence, and the violent take it by force." — ^Matt xi. 12. 

This invisible kingdom, if there be one, cannot be assaulted 
or injured, for biadzOy rendered in our version "suffereth vio- 
lence" means to suffer injury^ outrage^ vxrong — as ^^biadzesnai 
tade " "I am wronged herein," Soph. Ant. 66, biadzesthai par- 
thenon, to do violence to, or force a maiden — nor could the in- 
visible state be taken by force — arpadzOj means "to tear, ravish 
away, to seize and overpower" — and if it had had an existence 
in the bosom of these Jews for thousands of years, why had it 
not been assailed, opposed and maltreated before? 

If this expression means "getting religion" as my friend 
claims, how is it that it is so much harder work from the days 
of John the Baptist until now, than from the days of Abel, 
Abraham or Moses until John ? 

4. It had never been preached before, and men invited to enter it^ 
for it had not existed. "For the law and the prophets 
were until John ; since that time the kingdom of God is 
preached, and every man presseth into it," Luke xvi. 16. The 
gospel of man's salvation had been preached, but the church 
had not been opened and men invited to enter it. 

6. It was an organization that could come nigh a:nd unto the 
people. "And say unto them, the kingdom of God is come 
nigh unto you," Luke x. 9-11. "But if I cast out devils by the 
Spirit of God, then the kingdom of God is come unto you" — 
Matt. xi. 11-28. Luke says "upon you" x. 20. The invisible 
kingdom is never nearer at one time than another, and it never 
is said to come unto or upon men, and if Christ had had a 
visible church among and of that people for four thousand years 
he could not say it had at that time come nigh or unto them. 

6. As it was an organization that had been brought to and set up 
among, the Jexos in the very capital of their nation and its privileges 
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offered to thevijSO it could be taken from them. This fact clearly 
explains the prophecy of Christ, Matt. xxi. 43, which was ful- 
filled when the gospel and this self-same gospel church was 
taken from the Jews and given to the Gentiles, and until this 
day especially belongs to them. This meets "the kingdom shall 
be taken away from you, " of Elder Ditzler's argument from 
this passage, and throws the clearest light upon another. I will 
tell him that in the figure of the "Olive Tree*' which he has so 
misinterpreted and misapplied, the "good olive tree" repre- 
sents the Christian church, on this we are agreed, but I say that 
church was established during the ministry of John and Christ. 
It was at first and for years composed entirely of JewSy and 
these were as the first-fruits of the nation from the preaching 
of the Gospel, and were acceptable unto God, and an earnest 
that the lump and mass of the nation, will ultimately be gath- 
ered and received, and so the day cometh when all Israel, 
then existing shall be saved — in that day when the promised 
Deliverer shall come to Zion. 

Let the candid inquirer read the whole of the eleventh chap- 
ter of Romans by the light of this fact, and it is as clear as 
unclouded noondaj-. The Root was Christ and he, a Jew, 
that furnished fatness to the good olive tree — the church — 
into which, the Jews were introduced by faith in which 
while they did stand, they stood by faith, and for the lack 
of which they were broken off, rejected, and the Gentiles 
introduced by faith, in which they stand by faith, and from 
which they will be broken oft*, and cast away if they do 
not believe. The chapter is a delightful prophecy of the re- 
storation and final salvation of the Jews as a people, that 
when the times of the Gentiles shall have been fulfilled, 
then the remnant of Jacob that shall be left shall be turned 
unto the Lord, and that prophecy shall be fulfilled when "a na- 
tion will be born in a day." Paultelis us that as the casting away 
of Israel redounded unto the riches of the Gentiles, the receiv- 
ing of them will be as life from the dead to the Gentiles. 
Millions of Gentiles will be converted to the faith of the Gos- 
pel when God fulfills his promise to the fathers, and this ex- 
plains, as I have before intimated, the passage so misapplied 
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by Kid. Ditzler. Acts xv. 16. "After this I will retain and 
build again the tabernacle of David which is fallen down, and 
I will build up the ruins thereof, and I will set it up." This 
has no reference whatever to building up again the visible 
church of Christ which had fallen into ruins, for Daniel had 
prophesied of Christ's kingdom that when set up, it should 
never be broken in pieces; and Christ had said that the gates 
of hell shall not prevail against it— but this was spoken of Da- 
vid's literal House, the Royal Throne of his Kingdom, now 
long fallen down and in ruins, then to be set up, and David's 
Son, the an ti typical Solomon to reign upon it forever. This 
passage as well as that of the Olive Tree has sole reference to 
the restoration of the Jews in the " latter days," and their con- 
version to Christianity, when they will be grafted along with 
the Gentiles by faith in Christ into liis Church, which had 
been aforetime oftered to them by John, by Christ and the 
apostles, but which the mass of them had rejected against 
their own souls, and therefore it had been hidden and taken 
from them. As I told him when he introduced it, this church 
never had a non-believing infant or any but professed be- 
lievers, for all in it stand by/aiYAof which infants are incapable. 

I have also indicated to him that he could not have intro- 
duced a ground to authorize Infant baptism more fatal to his 
cause than Proselyte baptism. 

Let me review-it before you, for if he has any other ground 
left him, I cannot find it, and this is quicksand beneath his feet. 

Eld. Ditzler's position, and those who stand with him is, 
that John's and Christ's baptism was but a continuation of 
Proselyte baptism, and as all the children of the family were 
baptized with their Gentile parents, so all the children how- 
ever young, of parents who are proselyted to Christ, should be 
baptized. 

Now grant that Proselyte baptism had existed, before the 
days of John, which the latest and ripest scholarship of the 
age agree in denying, let us see what good the rite will do 
his cause. 

1. If Proselyte Baptism had existed one thousand years, it 
was at best a man's invention, one of the traditions of the El- 
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der8,/or Qod never commanded it This fact all scholars admit. 
Infant Baptism then is but a tradition of Judaism. 

2. But no Jew with his children ever submitted to Prose- 
lyte Baptism. It was not a law unto Jews, and yet John bap- 
tized Jews as well as Gentiles, but never told the Jew or 
Gentile to bring their infant children along with them. 

If Christian baptism is but a continuation of Proselyte bap- 
tism, then no-Jew could ever have been or can now be bap- 
tized. 

But the Gentile proselyte could bring his children and slaves 
with him, however old. Yet Eld. Ditzler will only admit 
infant children. Where is his law for cutting off children fifteen 
or fifty years old ? By that law I will cut off the non-believing 
infant. But the Gentile could bring only his own children 
to Proselyte Baptism. Yet Eld. Ditzler claims the right to 
baptize the infants of all unbelievers as well as believers, 
Jews as well as Gentiles. 

But according to the law of Proselyte Baptism, the one bap- 
tism of the father and his children, sufficed for all succeeding 
generations. There was no Proselyte Baptism required of the 
children of his children, forever ; they were, de lege^ Jews. Yet 
Eld. Ditzler preaches the duty of the children of each family 
to be baptized in their generation as their fathers were. By 
what law ? But Proselyte Baptism incorporated the children 
of the Proselytes into Eld. Ditzler's Jewish church, and gave 
them a rite to the Passover, and all the privileges of it. Yet 
Eld. Ditzler declares that no infant or child he administers his 
Proselyte baptism to is in any sense, a member of the church; 
is not numbered with them, and is not entitled to the Lord's 
Supper which came in lieu of the Passover. How is this? 

But finally. Proselyte baptism was by immersion of the whole 
body in water by the proselyte himself, and yet Eld Ditzler 
teaches sprinkling in place of immersion. And he would not 
receive it as baptism in any sense if the subject should dip 
himself or sprinkle water upon himself! How is this ? 

But I have put it in proof that the theory that proselyte 
baptism existed before John the Baptist's day, which years 
ago was advocated by Wall and Lightfoot and others, has been 
50 
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exploded and relinquished by all later scholars. I know of 
no living standard scholar who now holds to it. I have quoted 
Fairbairn, Pressense, Stuart, and others. 

What must the Christian-thinking portion of this audience 
think when they hear Elder Ditzler rest Infant Baptism upon 
Proselyte baptism, at best, but a Rabbinical tradition and 
not instituted for ages after the law of Christian Baptism 
was given ! This, so far, is his firmest foundation, and it is 
quicksand. My opponent, as you all must have observed, has 
avoided the commission as he would a pest house, and yet he 
may in the end claim that because it does not in so many 
words forbid the baptism of infants, it allows, and therefore 
ordains it! Cannot the Catholic as justly claim that the com- 
mission ordains the baptism of mules and bells ? I will say this 
and no more touching the commission here, as we shall spend 
a whole day upon it when we reach the fifth proposition. 
When Elder Ditzler claims that it addresses or embraces 
infants, that moment he as openly consigns every unbaptized 
infant to perdition, as Wesley and the General Conference do 
in the Doctrinal Tracts, and as Elder Ditzler does impliedly 
when he sprinkles an infant using the Ritual of the Disci- 
pline. 

I have showed that John baptized no children, and there- 
fore they could not have been among the material he pre- 
pared for Christ's Church, and I brought forward the frank 
admission of eminent Pedobaptist commentators to this plain 
fact. 

I showed that his claims that Christ's words to His disci- 
ples when they brought little children unto Him that he 
might lay his hands upon them and bless them, were utterly 
without reason, and that this passage has long since been sur- 
rendered by all modern critics and commentators, and that 
the very fact that the disciples rebuked those who brought 
young children to Him was conclusive evidence that hitherto 
they had baptized no children, and that they were unknown 
as members of the church as yet. I was justified in con- 
cluding that during the ministry of Christ, no children were 
taken into the church or baptized, and the law of baptism 
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given to the apostles positively forbids the baptism of infants, 
since it was limited to believers. 

I have passed over the entire record of the Acts of the 
Apostles, and found that the Holy Spirit, the unerring and 
faithful chronicler of all important events and acts, nowhere 
indicates that infants or unbelievers were ever baptized — but 
in every instance, where the subjects are mentioned, believers 
are specified — and when households are mentioned, the Holy 
Spirit is careful to tell us that all the members believed and 
rejoiced, or were comforted, or could, or had "addicted them- 
selves to the ministry of the saints." 

I then examined the teachings of all the Epistles, and ascer- 
tained the true symbolism, or design of Christian baptism, 
and found that in every case, it was for a profession of per- 
sonal faith in Christ — a profession of personal union with 
Him — that One had died to sin — had arisen to walk in a new 
life — and thus had put on Christ before the world — acts 
that would be meaningless, were baptism applied to uncon- 
scious babes or unregenerate sinners; and I thus found that 
infant baptism was opposed to the very symbolism of baptism, 
and the perpetual analogy of Christianity. 

I then examined the character of the membership of the 
churches planted by the Apostles, and I found that the 
Apostles addressed each as composed of " saints," " brethren," 
"faithful in Christ" Jesus, that all had been baptized into 
Chr st, and thus had put on Christ,' i. €., had made a personal 
profession of discipleship to Christ, and, that they had been 
baptized to obtain the answer of a good conscience toward 
God, and therefore, the apostolic churches must have been 
composed of professed believers only. 

I also notice the fact that, Paul declared to the church at 
Ephesus, that he had declared the whole counsel of God to 
them, and h43 doubtless did to all other churches, but, in his 
Epistle to this church, or to any other church, he nowhere 
intimates that it is the duty of Christian parents to baptize 
their children, and bring them into the church — he promises 
no blessings, holds out no reward for doing it, and threatens 
no penalty for failing to do it ; neither does Peter, James« 
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John, nor Jude, and therefore we are bound to conclude that 
infant baptism is not a part of the counsel of God. 

Having followed him from lid to lid of the Bible and shown 
he has not offered the least semblance of authority for Infant 
Baptism, I have presented you with the testimony of the most 
eminent Pedobaptist historians and commentators, embracing 
the very best scholarship Pedobaptists boast of, and these 
men honestly admit and declare that the Word of God affords 
neither precept for, nor example of. Infant Baptism, and many 
tell you frankly that the rite was not known in the apostolic 
age, and that it is manifestly a tradition of men. There is not 
a historian of any sect who declares that it was practiced in the 
first century, and this is all that concerns us. Mark this fact : 

His argument that Infant Baptism must be Scriptural, 
because it was mentioned so early as A. D. 150, proves too 
much, for it would prove that trine immersion and baptismal 
regenemtion, and a host of other confessedly human traditions 
were scriptural also; but Origen tells us expressly, that Infant 
Baptism was a tradition. 

I next brought forward the fact that the majority of the 
Christian Fathers, the children of Christians, were not bap- 
tized in infancy. I gave the names of a number of them, 
embracing Origen i Chrysostom, Ambrose, Austin, Jerome, 
the Emperor Constantine, and several others. And I affirm 
that my opponent cannot name one Christian Father or man 
in the first four centuries who was baptized in his infancy. 
Must not this fact make its proper impression upon every can- 
did Christian mind ? Dr. Wall regarded it as the most diffi- 
cult fact he had to grapple with, and the strongest historical 
fact Baptists had brought forward in opposition to Infant bap- 
tism, and I have brought it forward here, and asked my oppo- 
nent, as he had paid so little attention to my arguments against 
the practice, to notice this, but has he done so ? 

Finally I claim, as I have a right to claim, that my Refuta- 
tion throughout has been most thorough and complete. I 
should consider that I had done but comparatively little to 
have simply exposed the sheer fallacy of Eld. Ditzler's argu- 
ments in support of Infant Baptism^ I feel satisfied that I have 
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done this — the countenances of this audience, of the many Pe- 
dobaptist ministers before me, whom I know, convince me o 
this, — and more than this. I have explained many passages 
of Scripture, hitherto pressed into the service of Infant Bap- 
tism, and satisfactorily shown that they discredited the prac- 
tice; but in addition to this, I have presented thirty-eight 
arguments, in due logical form^ any one of which is a thor- 
ough refutation of the practice. He has but twice, if my 
memory serves me, referred to them, and then not to answer, 
but to make light of them ! 

The discussion of this proposition must certainly accom- 
plish a great good. It has more clearly brought out the fact 
so frankly confessed by my opponent, that the Old Testament 
covenants, which include the Covenant of Circumcision, give 
no support to Infant Baptism. ' 

2. That there is no more identity between the church of the 
Old Testament and that of the New, than between a thing that 
lias no existence, and never had, and a thing that has. The 
church identity theory is exploded. 

3. That the only authority that can be raised for Infant 
Baptism is, not scriptural precept or example, but analogy 
and inference, and probability, while the teachings and prac- 
tice of John, of Christ, and of all his apostles, together with 
the whole symbolism of Christian baptism, is opposed to, 
and in contradiction of. Infant Baptism ; and not until the funda- 
mental doctrine of justification by personal faith alone had 
been corrupted, was Infant Baptism brought in. 

Now, in conclusion, let me say to my opponent, influenced 
by his closing remarks on the former proposition and repeated 
in other phrase during the discussion of this — Baptists of the 
Southwest can never be conquere'd nor Methodism defended 
by such weapons and materials of war as you have thus far 
used in this conflict. You may assure your heart of this fact. 
If Pedobaptists present will but take a word of advice from 
me — who am not your enemy, because I have told you the 
truth — you will never sprinkle another babe, and thus for- 
ever deprive it of obeying Christ for itself when it becomes 
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a believer, until your religious teachers can show you at least 
one precept, one command for, or example of it, in the New 
Testament, and if they cannot do it, you may know it is only 
a commandment — a mere tradition of men — displeasing to 
Christ, for He has said : " In vain do they worship me, who 
teach for doctrine the commandments of men." Every Chris- 
tian on this earth can unite upon the immersion of believerSy 
without the sacrifice of a principle, as this Debate has abund- 
antly shown. And if all Christians do not unite with Baptists 
on immersion and a regenerated church membership, the sin 
cannot be laid at the door of my brethren. — [Time out 



